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SENATE.

Tuespay, February 28, 1911.

The Senate met at 11 o'clock and 50 minutes a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D,

THE JOURKAL.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of the proceed-
ings of Monday, February 27.

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. If the
reading of the Journal should be dispensed with, would that
comply with the unanimous-consent agreement?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks it would.

Mr. KEAN. Then I ask unanimous consent that the further
reading of the Journal be dispensed with.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I object, simply for the reason
that I want an opportunity for all Senators to be present, and
some may not now be here.

Mr. KEAN. I withdraw my request, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The request is withdrawn. The
Secretary will continue the reading of the Journal

The reading of the Journal was resumed.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the
further reading of the Journal be dispensed with.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
intend to object? The Chair was about to state the request of
the Senator from Arkansas, but if the Senator from Wisconsin
intends to object the Chair will not state it.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not intend to object, Mr. Presi-
dent, if T am certain of having a parliamentary question settled
to my satisfaction.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state his parlia-
mentary question.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It occurs to me, Mr, President, that a
unanimous-consent agreement to dispense with the reading of
the minutes of the previous meeting changes a unanimous-con-
sent agreement which provided that a vote should be taken
after the Journal had been read. If that is true, it seems to
me it ought not to be done.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks it would not
change the agreement.

Mr. BEVERIDGH. If there is any doubt about it, I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair suggests that if the
reading of the Journal be dispensed with some action will have
been taken before the vote is had on the joint resolution. That
is all. The Chair thinks to dispense with the further reading
of the Journal would not change the unanimous-consent agree-

ment.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If there is any doubt about that the
easiest and quickest way is to object, and also for the reasons
stated by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Bacox].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Indiana objects.
The Secretary will continue the reading of the Journal.

Tll}];emSecrctary resumed and concluded the reading of the
Jou A

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Journal as
read will stand approved.

ELECTION OF SENATORS BY DIRECT VOTE.

Mr. KEAN. Let us have the regular order, Mr. President.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 134) proposing an
amendment to the Constitution providing that Senators shall
be elected by the people of the several States.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the joint resolution, which, without objection, the Secretary
will again report.

Mr. NELSON. There is an amendment printed in the joint
resolution. I do not think I have offered it. ‘I withdraw the
amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the joint
resclution as it will be voted upon.

The Secretary read as follows:

Resolved by the Benate and House of Representatives of the United
Rtates of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein), That in lieu of the first Enmgmph of section 3 of
Article I of the Constitution of the United States, and in leu of so
much of paragraph 2 of the same section as relates to the filling of
vacancies, the following be proposed as an ent to the Constitu-
tion, which shall be valid to all intents and purposes as part of the
gg;ftltutlnn when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the

g

“The Senate of the United States shall be composed of two Bena-
tors from each State, elected by the ¥ople thereof, for slx years; and
each Senator shall have one vote, he electors In each State shall
have the qualifieations requisite for electors of the most numerous
branch of the Btate legislatures.

“YWhen vacancles happen in the regmenmtlon of any State in the
Senate, the executive authority of such State shall issue writs of elec-
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tion to fill such vacancies: Provided, That the legislature of any Btate
may empower the executive thereof to make tﬁmporar{ appolntments
gilrlgétthe people fill the vacancies by election, as the legislature may

*“This amendment shall not be so construed as to affect the election
or term of any Senator chosen before it becomes valid as part of the
Constitution.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The guestion is on agreeing to the
joint resolution.

Mr. BACON obtained the floor.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
¥ield to the Senator from Idaho?

My, BACON. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BACON. I desire to make an inquiry as to the par-
liamentary situation. As I understand, the joint resolution
has I:Ot been passed from the Committee of the Whole into the

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No.

Mr. BACON. And the agreement to vote imports that the
Senate shall take up the joint resolution in the situation in
which it is found and proceed to its conclusion without debate.
I do not understand that it dispenses with any of the regular
parliamentary procedure.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair's understanding differs
from that of the Senator from Georgia. The Chair's under-
standing is that the vote shall at once be taken upon the
passage of the joint resolution.

Mr. BACON. I will state that the object I have is this:
According to the regular parliamentary procedure the joint
resolution, resting as it now does in the committee, would be,
by the usual formula of the questions, transferred to the Sen-
ate, and when it reaches the Senate the question would be
upon the adoption of amendments which had been agreed to in
Committee of the Whole. It is with that view, desiring myself
to offer an amendment, that I make the inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks that the question
now is on the passage of the joint resolution in accordance
with the unanimous-consent agreement; that all the prior
actions, through committee, and so forth, are assumed to have
been taken, and the question now is upon the passage.

Mr. BACON., Of course I would not at this stage endeavor
to take issue with the Chair on the subject. I just desire to
say that I should not like for it to be adopted as a precedent
without dissent, because I do not think it is in accordance with
the practice of the Senate in that regard. I think that under
no interpretation heretofore has it ever been recognized that a
matter pending in the Committee of the Whole could be voted
upon as it can be in the House—the rule in the House, I know,
is that way, but it is a very different rule and a very different
practice here.

I want to say that I am not in any manner going to trespass
upon the ruling of the Chair, but I wanted to say that my pur-
pose was to offer this amendment, and I am going to ask unani-
mous consent that I may offer it I understand there is an
amendment of a grammatical character which the Senator
from Idaho will want to ask to have made, and possibly, by
unanimous consent, we might be allowed to vote upon this as a
part of it.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Chair thinks that any such
request would be a modification of the unanimous-consent
agreement——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is true.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Which the Senate has invariably
refused to do. The Chair thinks it can not be done. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

Mr. BACON. There undoubtedly can be no modification of a
unanimous-consent agreement so far as to displace the order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks that the order
is that the vote shall be at once taken without debate, and that
if debate were now permitted it would be a modification of the
order.

Mr. BACON. I want to say for myself that at the time the
consent was given, I supposed it was the usual consent which
is always with us to vote upon the bill and amendments then
offered, or upon the joint resolution, as it may be, and the
amendments.

I will say, in brief, that the amendment I wanted to offer is
simply this: After the words—

The times, places, and manner of holding elections for Senators shall
be prescribed In each State by the legislature thereof—

Add:

Provided, That the Congress shall have power to prescribe the times,
E&a and manner of ho ding such elections in any State the legisia-
re of which fails or refuses to prescribe such times, places, and manner.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CULBERSON (when Mr. Frazier's name was called).
The Senator from Tennessee is unavoidably absent on account of
a death in his family. If he were present he would vote “ yea.”

Mr. BACON (when Mr. TERRELL'S name was called). My col-
league [Mr. TERRELL] is detained from the Chamber necessarily
by personal illness. If my colleague were present he would vote

“ nay.l’
The roll call was concluded, and resulted as follows:

YEAS—54.
Balley Clarke, Ark. La Follette Smith, Md.
Beverldge Culberson MecCumber Smith, Mich.
Borah Cullom Martin Smith, 8.C.
Bourne Cummins Nelson Stephenson
Bradley Curtis Newlands Stone
Briggs Davis Vixon Sutherland
Bristow Dixon Overman Swanson
Brown du Pont Owen Taylor
Burkett Frye Paynter Thornton
Burton (mmb!a Perkins Warner
Carter Gore Piles Watson
Chamberlain Gronna Rayner Young
Clapg Guggenheim Shively
Clark, Wyo. Jones Simmons

NAYS—33.
Bacon Dillingham Lo Scott
Bankhead Fleteher Lorimer Smoot
Brandegee Flint Money Taliaferro
Bulkeley Foster Ollver Tillman
Burnham Gallinger Page ‘Warren
Burrows Hale Penrose Wetmore
Crane Heyburn Percy
Depew Johnston Richardson
Dick . Kean Root

NOT VOTING—4.

Aldrich Crawford Frazier Terrell

The VICE PRESIDENT. Upon this question the yeas are
54, the nays are 33. Two-thirds not having voted therefor, the
nays have it and the joint resolution is not passed.

Mr. CRAWFORD subsequently said: Mr. President, I rise
to a matter of personal privilege.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. CRAWFORD. As the Senate well knows, I left here
this morning at quite a late hour. I went to my apartment
and I did my very best to reach lhere in time to vote on the
gpecial order this morning, but was unable to get a ear. I did
not reach here until about two minutes after the roll call was
closed.

I desire to state that had I been present I would have voted
for the joint resolution, but I was unavoidably absent on ac-
count of what I have said. T understand that my vote would
not have saved the joint resolution, which I very much regret.

CONVEYANCE OF MAIL MATTER BY PRIVATE EXPRESS.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the Postmaster General, stating, in response to a
resolution of the 17th instant, that there have not been for
many years, nor are there now, frequent, continuous, and sys-
tematic violations of section 181 of the Criminal Code of the
United States, effective January 1, 1910, ete. (8. Doc. No. 843),
which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Itoads and ordered to be printed.

LAWRENCE M. SIZER.

The VICE PRESIDENT Ilaid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the Postmaster General, transmitting, in response
to a resolution of the 27th ultimo, copies of all papers, charges,
ete, in the matter of the dismissal from the service of Law-
rence M. Sizer, formerly a clerk in the post office at Seattle,
Wash. (8. Doc. No. 845), which, with the accompanying papers,
was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads
and ordered to be printed.

THE IRON AND STEEL INDUSTRY.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communiea-
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a letter
from the Secretary of Commeree and Labor submitting an esti-
mate of appropriation for inclusion in the sundry civil appro-
priation bill to complete the investigation and compilation of
the report relative to the conditions of employment prevailing
in the iron and steel industry of the United States, ete. (8. Doc.
No. 844), which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

] CREDENTIALS.

Mr. JOHNSTON presented the credentials of Jomw Horris
BANEHEAD, chosen by the Legislature of the State of Alabama
a Senator from that State for the term beginning March 4,
1913, which were read and ordered to be filed.

Mr. FLETCHER presented the credentials of NATHAN P.
BrYAN, appointed by the governor of the State of Florida a

Senator from that State from the 8d day of March, 1911, until
the next meeting of the Legislature of Florida, which were
read and ordered to be filed.

Mr. MARTIN presented the credentials of CLAvpE AveusTUs
SwansoN, appointed by the governor of the State of Virginia a
Senator from that State from the 3d day of March, 1911, until
the next meeting of the Legislature of Virginia, which were °
read and ordered to be filed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had
passed the bill (8. 10457) to amend section 6 of the currency
act of March 14, 1900, as amended by the act approved March
4, 1907.

The message also announced that the House had passed the
joint resolution (8. J. Res. 145) providing for the filling of a
vacancy which will occur on March 1, 1911, in the Board of
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution of the class other than
Members of Congress, with an amendment, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that the House had passed
the following bill and joint resolution, in which it requested the
concurrerce of the Senate:

H. R.30292. An act to change the name of the Public Health
and Marine-Hospital Serviee to the Public Health Service, to
increase the pay of officers of said service, and for other pur-
poses; and

H. J. Res. 200. Joint resolution aunthorizing the President to
appoint a competent person to investigate the manufacture of
white phosphorus matches and report to the next session of
Congress,

The message also announced that the House had agreed to a
resolution authorizing the Speaker of the House to cancel his
signature to the enrolled joint resolution (8. J. Res. 145) pro-
viding for the filling of a vacancy which will occur on March 1,
1011, in the Board of Regents in the Smithsonian Institution of
the class other than Members of Congress, and that the Clerk
of the House be directed to return the joint resolution to the
Senate and request the Senate to reenroll the joint resolution as
amended.

REGENTS OF SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to the joint resolution
(S. J. Res. 145) providing for the filling of a vacancy which
will occur March 1, 1911, in the Board of Regents in the Smith-
sonian Institution of the class other than Members of Congress,
which was, in line 8, to strike out “ Virginia ” and insert * the
city of Washington.”

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate concur in the amend-
ment of the House.

The motion was agreed to.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE PRESIDENT presented resolutions adopted at the
second annual convention of the Jewish Community of New
York City, N. Y., favoring the ratification of a new treaty be-
tween the United States and Russia, which were referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a petition of the Citizens' Association of
Takoma Park, D. C., praying for the adoption of a system of
universal transfers on the railroads in the District of Columbia,
Iwhlglll was referred to the Committee on the District of Co-
umbia.

Mr. GUGGENHEIM. I present a concurrent resolution
passed by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado, rati-
fying the sixteenth amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, which I ask may be printed in the Recorp and
referred to the Committee on Finance,

There being no objection, the concurrent resolution was re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

Senate concurrent resolution 3.

Concurrent resolution mtify!.ng um six‘teenth amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United Btates o

Whereas both Houses of the Sixty-ﬂrst Congeas of the United States
of America at its first session, by a constitutional majority of two-
thirds thereof, made the following proposition to amend the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America in the following words, to wit:

“A joint resolution proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the
nited States.

“Resolved by the Hmte and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in onﬁma assembled (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein) Tha.t e followln artlcle is proposed as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the ed States, which, when ratified
by the legislatures of three-fonrths ot t.he several Statas. shall be valid
to all intents and purposes as a part of the Constltuﬁnn namely :

“ippricLe XVI. The Congress shall have power to lay and collect

taxes on incomes, whatever source derived, without apportion-
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ment among the several States and without regard to any census or
enumeration : '™
Therefore be it
Resolved by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado, That the
sald pro amendment to the Constitution of the United States of
America be, and the same is hereby, ratified by the General Assembly of
the State of Colorado.
That certified copies of this preamble and joint resolution be for-
* warded by the governor of this State to the President of the United
States, Seuetag of State of the United States, to the Presiding Officer
of the United States Senate, and to the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives,
BTEPHEN R. FITZGARRALD,
President of the Senale.
GEORGE MCLACHLAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Approved this 20th day of February, A. D. 1911,
JoHN F. SHAFROTH,
Governor of the SBtate of Colorado.
Filed in the office of the secretary of state of the State of Colorado
on the 21st day of February, A. D. 1911, at 5.43 o'clock p. m. Re-

corded in book —, page —, f
James B. PRARCE, Beeretary of Btate,
By TroMmAs F, DinLox, Jr., Deputy.

STATE 0F COLORADO,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, State of Colorado, 8s:

1, James B. Pearce, secretary of state of the State of Colorado, do
hereby certify that the annexed is a full, true, and complete transcript
of scnate coneurrent resolution No. 3, by Benator Garman, concurrent
resolution ratify the sixteenth amendment to the Constitution of the
United States of erica, which was filed in this office the 21st day
of February, A. D. 1911, at 5.43 o'clock %; m., and admitted to record.

In testlmtrmgh whereof 1 have hereunto set my hand and affixed the

great seal o e State of Colorado at the city of Denver this 23d day
of February, A. D. 1911,
[sEAL.) JAMES B. PEARCE, Secretary of State,

By TuomAs F. Diurox, Jr., Deputy.

Mr. BURNHAM presented a petition of the Woman’'s Chris-
tian Temperance Union of New Hampshire, praying that an
investigation be made into certain existing conditions in the
Territory of New Mexico before the ratification of the constitu-
tion thereof, which was referred to the Committee on Terri-
tories.

Mr., KEAN presented petitions of Lincoln Post, of Newark;
of John M. Wheeler Post, of Montclair; of Uzal Dodd Post, No.
12, of Orange; and of Major Dandy Post, No. 143, of Perth Am-
boy, all of the Department of New Jersey, Grand Army of the
Republie, in the State of New Jersey, praying for the passage
of the so-called old-age pension bill, which were ordered to lie
on the table.

He also presented the petition of H. B. Cornwall, of Prince-
ton, N. J., praying for the ratification of the proposed reciprocal
agreement between the United States and Canada, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of the Angle Manufacturing
Co., of New York City, N. Y., remonstrating against any change
being made in the rate of postage on periodicals and magazines,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Hackensack,
N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to further restrict
immigration, which were referred to the Committee on Immi-
gration.

Mr, CARTER. I present a joint memorial adopted by the
Twelfth Legislative Assembly of the State of Montana, which I
ask may be printed in the Recorp and referred to the Com-
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of Arid Lands.

There being no objection, the joint memorial was referred to
the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation of Arid Lands
and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Senate joint memorial 4.

Petitlon to Congress to enact such legislation as will be necessary for
the establishment of pleasure grounds on the irrigation districts now
Ialdk out, and also naming Fort Shaw Milltary Post as one of said
parks.

To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives in Congress of
the United States assembled:

The Great West Country Life Commission, with headquarters at
Spokane, Wash., a branch of the organization instituted recently b
the executive department of the Government of the United States wit
a view of inaugurating a movement for the improvement of country-life
conditions, has for its object the removal of unrest among the farmers
and their families on account of thelr Isolation from urban enjoyment,
and especially has for Its object the improvement of rural conditlons
so as to add to the attraction of farm life, and in furtherance of this

urpose has formulated a %hm for the establishment of pleasure grounds
& ﬁakuown as the Country Life Commission grounds, on which shall
be erected halls, schoolhouses with suitable athletic fields, picnic grounds,
and such like sauxiliaries, thus affording means for education and
amusements such as are furnished thmug]g the grange
feast, and picnics of the Order of the Patrons of Husbandry, the
grounds thus to be dedicated to embrace an area of from 10 to 20
acres, as occasion may demand.

The State of Montana, desirous of Increasing the fascinations of farm
life, gives its unqualified indorsement to this movement, and therefore

Resolved, That we, the Twelfth Legislative Assembly of the State of
Montana, the senate and house concurring, do hereby petition the Con-
greas of the United States for the passage of legislation whereby super-

vising engineers of the several reclamation projects within this SBtate
shall be empowered to lay out such grounds for pleasure parks—of from
10 to 20 acres in every 20,000 acres of reclaimed land—and that the
title to such parks so established shall be conveyed to a board of trus-
tees to be appointed by the governor of the State, the title so vested to
be held in trust.

And we further petition that that portion of the old military post of
Fort Shaw, abandoned for garrison and Indian school purposes and
now unused, embracing about 60 acres of land, and described as follows :

Lots 11 and 12, sectlon 2; and that portion of the north one-half
northeast one-fourth section 11, township 20, north of range 2 west,
1y north of the Great Northern Sun Rliver line right of way, the
north one-half northeast one-fourth of section 11 being divided east
and west by the Great Northern Sun River line right of way, be con-
stituted a pleasure park for the reclamation districts known as the
Fort Shaw unit of the Sun River reclamation project.

We do the more readily request the dedication of the Fort Bhaw
Military Post igroumia for pleasure-park purposes as the bulldings
thereon are adobe and are not in condition to be moved, and the ground
on which the buildings stand is valueless for agricultural purposes and
the territory nd%lacent to the post is thickly peopied.

Resolved further, That a copy of this memorial be forwarded by the
secretary of state to the honorable Secretary of the Interior and our
Senators and Representatlve In Congress, with the reguest that the{
use every effort within their power to secure the enactment of suc
legislation as is needful to effectuate the purposes herein Indleated.

w ALLEN, President of the Senate.
W. W. McDowEeLL, Speaker of the House.

Approved February 17, 1911,

Filed February 17, 1011,

EpwiN L. Norris, Governor.

A. N. Yoper, Secretary of State.
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, State of Montana, 88:

I, A. N. Yoder, secretary of state of the State of Montana, do hereby
certify that the above is a true and correct cogy of Senate joint me-
morial No. 4, petitioning Congress to enact such legislation as will be
necessary for the establishment of pleasure grounds om the irrigation
districts now laid out, and also naming Fort Shaw Military Post as
one of sald rks, enacted by the twelfth sesslon of the gislative
Assembly of the State of Montana, and a%proved by Edwin L. Norris,
governor of said State, on the 17th day of February, 1911.

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set myrﬁund and affixed the
great seal of said State.

Done at the city of Helena, the capital of said State, this 17th day
of February, A. D. 1911,

[SEAL.] A. N. YoDER, Secretary of State.

Mr. NIXON presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Reno,
Nev., remonstrating against the passage of the so-called par-
cels-post bill, which was referred to the Committee on Post
Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the Federation of
Citizens’ Associations of Washington, D. C., favoring continu-
ation of the present public school system, which was ordered to
lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of the International Pulp.and
Paper Mill Workers’ Unions of Fort Edward, N. Y., remon-
strating against the ratification of the proposed reciprocal
agreement between the United States and Canada, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. YOUNG. I present a telegram in the nature of a memo-
rial from the secretary of the Commercial Club of Des Moines,
Iowa, relative to the consolidation of the pension agencies. I
ask that the telegram lie on the table and that it be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Des Moixes, Iowa, February 27, 1911,
Hon. LAFAYETTE YOUNG,
Washington, D. C.:

If pension offices are to be reduced In number by the consolidation of
offices, why not favor the offices located In Government-owned proper-
ties, with adequate facilities for their accommodation? In Des R(oP:fes
the Government owns a Federal building worth, with grounds, three-
quarters of a million, used exclusively for Federal offices and courts;
also another bullding, worth $500,000, exclusive of real estate, used
exclusively for post office. In the first bullding Is the pension office,
using half of the second floor. The entire first floor, of over 10,000
square feet, is not now In use and is avallable for pension office and
would afford more than twice the room now occupied, leiving ample
room for courts, custom, and other Federal offices and for their exten-
sion for the next 50 years.

CoMMERCIAL CLUB,
Gris BoTsrorp, Becretary.

Mr. BURTON presented petitions of sundry citizens of Cleve-
land, Ohio, praying for the enactment of legislation to further
increase the efficiency of the Organized Militia, etc., which were
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Mr. ROOT presented petitions of sundry labor organizations
of Albany, Amsterdam, Auburn, Buffalo, Batavia, Binghamton,
Bridgehampton, Brooklyn, Cornwall, Elmira, Glens Falls, Ge-
neva, Hudson, Herkimer, Ithaca, Kingston, Lake Placid, Lock-
port, Lestershire, Montgomery, Minaville, Manlius, New York
City, Newburgh, New Rochelle, Ogdensburg, Poughkeepsie,
Perry, Rochester, Rifton, Syracuse, Union Course, Utica, Wa-
verly, Yonkers, and Valley Stream, all in the State of New
York, praying for the enactment of legislation to further re-
strict immigration, which were referred to the Committee on
Immigration,
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He also presented a petition of the North Side Board of
Trade, of New York City, N. Y., praying for the extension of
the pneumatic-tube system into the Borough of the Bronx, New
York City, which was referred to the Commitiee on Post Offices
and Post Roads.

Mr. SCOTT presented a petition of the congregation of the
Baptist Church of Grafton, W. Va., praying for the enactment
of legislation to prohibit the interstate transmission of race-
gambling bets, which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Okonoko,
W. Va., remonstrating against any increase being made in the
rate of postage on periodicals and magazines, which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES,

'~ Mr. WARREN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 22270) for the relief of
Amos M. Barbin, reported it without amendment and submit-
ted a report (No. 1261) thereon.

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Finance, to which was
referred the bill (H. R, 30281) to provide for the entry under
bond of exhibits of arts, sciences, and industries, reported it
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1262) thereon.

Mr. OWEN. From the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Roads, and on my own behalf, I submit the following report
to accompany the bill (H. R. 31530) making appropriations for
the service of the Post Office Department for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1912, and for other purposes. The attention of
the Senate is called to the amendment proposed by me on the
25th instant relative to the rate of postage on periodicals and
magazines. I move that the report be printed as Part 2, Senate
Report No. 1242, submitted by me a few days ago.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 32436) making appropria-
tions for the support of the Military Academy for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1912, and for other purposes, reported it
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1263) thereon.

DUTY ON DISTILLED SPIRITS.

Mr, LODGE. From the Committee on Finance, I report back
favorably without amendment the bill (H. R. 28626) to amend
the internal-revenue laws relating to distilled spirits, and for
other purposes, and I ask for its present consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The Secretary read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That sectlon 3255 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended by act of June 3, 1896 (29th Stat., p. 195), be amended so as
to read as follows:

“Bec. 32565. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the aj
proval of the Becretary of the Treasury, may exempt distillers of brandy
made exclusively from apples, peaches, grapes, pears, pineapples, oranges,
apricots, berries, plums, pawt?aws, rsimmons, prunes, figs, or cherries
from any provision of this title at!gfs to the manufacture of spirits,
except as to the tax thereon, when in judgment it may seem expedi-
ent to do so: Provided, That where, in the manufacture of wine, artifi-
cial sweetening has been used the wine or the fruit pomace residuum
may be used in the distillation of brandy, and such use shall not pre-
vent the Commissioner of Internal Revenne, with the approval of the
SBecretary of the Treasury, from exempting such distiller from any provi-
glon of this title relating to the manufacture of spirits, except as to
the tax thereon, when, in his judgment, it may seem expedient to do so.”

Mr, HEYBURN. I should like fo ask a question of the Sen-
ator reporting the bill. I should like to know how much rev-
enue is involved in the exemption of the brandy made from
those articles, :

Mr. LODGE. Nothing is exempted. The bill will save to
the Government about $800,000 in revenue. The Senator, of
course, in the confusion did not fully get the purpose of the
bill. The language in which the word * exempt™ occurs is the
existing law, and the exemption applies to everything except
taxation. It exempts it from the rules applying to whisky and
other articles. i

Mr. HEYBURN. It was read amid great confusion,

Mr. LODGE. The necessity arises from this fact. The law
says “exclusively,” and it has been held lately that if sugar
is applied to the grapes or fruit before fermentation then it is
not exclusively. It would throw out of business a large number
of manufacturers who have been engaged in business for more
than 40 years and cost the Government about $800,000 a year
in revenue.

Mr. HEYBURN. The bill was read amid much confusion,
and I eaught it imperfectly, but in this day I am ineclined to be
rather on the watch for legislation that diminishes the revenues
of the Government in one branch so that excuse may exist for
changing them in another.

Mr. LODGE, This prevents a reduction of revenue.:::

Mr. OWEN. Let the bill be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It has been once read. Does the
Senator desire to have it read again?

Mr. OWEN. I do.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection the Secretary
will again read the bill.

The bill was again read.
bﬁ!;lr. OWEN. I should like to have a brief explanation of the

Mr. LODGE. Down to the proviso it is the existing law.
The Senator will notice that in that law it says *“ exclusively
as applied to the brandies made from fruits. It has been
recently held by the Comptroller that if sugar was used with
the fruits prior to fermentation it was no longer exclusively,
and that fruit brandies did not therefore come within the pro-
vision of the law. There is quite a large manufacture in
certain States, which has existed for some 40 years. At the
request of the Treasury Department this bill was put in, as the
decision would put an end to that form of industry and would
cost the Government some $800,000 a year in revenue,

The bill has passed the House unanimously and is recom-
mended by the department. All that is new is in the proviso,
which says even if the sugar is used beforehand they can still
be classified as fruit brandies.

Mr. OWEN. I have no objection to the bill.

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in
Committee of the Whole.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

TAX ON ALCOHOL.

Mr. LODGE. From the Committee on Finance, I report back
favorably and ask for the present consideration of the bill
(H. R. 29857) to amend section 3287 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States as amended by section 6 of chapter 108
of an act approved May 28, 1880, at page 145, volume 21, United
States Statutes at Large.

The Secretary read the bill; and, by unanimous consent, the
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con-
sideration. It proposes to amend section 3287 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States, as amended by section 6 of
chapter 108 of an act approved May 28, 1880, page 145, of
volume 21, United States Statutes at Large, so as to read as
follows :

Provided rther, That alechol or high-proof spirits withdrawn
free of tax for the use of the United States, as authorized by section
3464, Revised Statutes, may be drawn off for transfer by pipes direct
from the receiving cisterns in the cistern room of any distillery te
closed metal storage tanks situated In the distillery bonded warehouse
and transferred from such storage tanks to tanks or tank cars for
ghipment, upon the execution of such bonds and under such regula-
tions as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

ESTATES OF DECEDENTS.

Mr., CULLOM. From the Committee on Finance I report
back favorably, without amendment, the bill (H. R. 17433)
amending section 1709 of the Revised Statutes of the United
States. I ask unanimous consent for its present consideration.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to
amend section 1709 of the Revised Statutes of the United
States by the addition of the following paragraph:

Bixth. The Auditor for the State and other Depariments shall act
as conservator of such part of these estates as may be recelved at the
Treasury, and for their protection the Secretary of the Treasury may
order such effects to be sold as may consist of jewelry or other articles
which have heretofore or may hereafter be recelved at the Treasury,
and pay the expenses of such sale out of the proceeds, provided
apgllcﬂtltm for these effects shall not have heen made by the legal claim-
ant within two years after their receipt. The Auditor is authorized to
indorse all bills of exchange, promissory notes, and other evidences
of Indebtedness due to such estates, and to take such steps as may be
necessary for their collection. The Procoe(ls of such sales, together
with such other moneys as may be collected by him, shall be deposited
into the Treasury in trust for the legal clailmant, and be reported to
the Secretary of State. 3

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,

ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
ELECTION OF SENATORS,

Mr. BURROWS. From the Committee on Privileges and
Elections, I report back favorably the bill (8. 10862) to alter
the regulations respecting the manner of holding elections for
Senators, which I ask may go to the calendar.

Mr. ROOT. I ask the chairman of the committee if it was
not his intention to ask for the present consideration of the bill?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Michigan stated
that he wished the bill to go to the calendar.
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Mr. ROOT. If the chairman of the committee expressed the
wish that the bill should go to the calendar, I have nothing
furtber to say; but if the Senator has no personal objection, as
the bill relates to the matter of the election of Senators, I ask
for its present consideration. Let the bill be read for the
information of the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from New York asks
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the bill just
reported by the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. CULBERSON. I object, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made, and the bill
will be placed on the calendar.

CLAIMS FOR LOSS OR DAMAGE TO PRIVATE PROPERTY.

Mr. BURNHAM. From the Committee on Claims, I report
back favorably without amendment the bill (8. 10890) for the
payment of certain claims for damages to and loss of private
property. )

Mr. WARREN. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of that bill.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to appro-
priate $25,535.22 for payment of 200 approved claims for dam-
ages to and loss of private property belonging to citizens of the
United States, Hawaii, and the Philippine Islands that have
arisen previous to February 21, 1911, estimated for in House
Documents Nos. 1242 and 1404, Sixty-first Congress, third ses-
sion.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed. ;

THE SENATE MANUAL.

Mr. CARTER, from the Committee on Rules, reported the
following resolution (8. Res. 378), which was considered by
unanimous consent and agreed to (8, Doc. No. 846) :

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules be Instructed to prepare a new
edition of the Senate Manual, and that there be printed 4,000 coples
of the same for the use of the committee, of which 200 copies shalPhe
bound in full morocco and as to contents.

AFFAIRS IN ALASKA.

Mr. PILES. T submit a coneurrent resolution and ask unani-
mous consent for its present consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concurrent resolution will be
read.

The Secretary read the concurrent resolution (8. Con. Res.
42), as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives conecurring),
That a jolnt committee of both Houses of Congress is hereby t:gpointed,
to be composed of five members of the Senate, to be appoin by the
Presiding Officer thereof, and five members of the House of Representa-
tives, to be apPo!nted :z the Speaker thereof; and any vacancy on the
committee shall be filled in the same manner as the original apgglnt-
ment. The sald committee is hereby empowered and directed, by subecom-
mitiee or otherwise, to sit during the sessions or recess of Congress at
such times and &Ium as they may deem desirable, to visit Alaska and

* make a thoro Investigation of existing conditions and of the re-
sources and needs of that Territory, to employ a stenographer and such
other assistants as may be necessary to carry out the purposes for which
such committee is ereated.

The =ald jolnt committee shall coneclude its investigation and report
to the Bixty-second Congress the result thereof, together with its ree-
ommendations concerning such legislation as may be advisable regard-
1n§ Alaska. The exPenses incurred by sald joint committee shall be
ﬁn d equally out of

he contingent funds of the Senate and House of
epresentatives ugon vouchers to be approved by the Committee to Audit
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate and of the Commit-
tee on Accounts of the House of Representatives, respectively.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the concurrent resolution?

Mr. BURROWS. Let the resolution go over.

Mr. PILES. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will not ob-
ject to the consideration of the resolution. It is a matter of
importance, and not something of mere passing moment.

Mr., GALLINGER. Under the law the resolution will have
to go to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Ex-
penses of the Senate, and therefore can not be acted upon now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be referred to
the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses
of the Senate.

: BILLS INTRODUCED,

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas:

A bill (8. 10806) for the relief of Lizzie E. McCord, adminis-
tratrix of Moses 8. McCord, deceased; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. BROWN : =

A bill (8, 10897) granting an increase of compensation to
bookbinders, printers, pressmen, clerks, and laborers in the
Government Printing Office; to the Committee on Printing.

.
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AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS.

Mr. PENROSE submitted an amendment proposing to appro-
priate $3,500 for the salary of the Superintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office, intended to be proposed by him to
the sundry civil appropriation bill, which was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. DU PONT submitted an amendment relative to the re-
quirement of the 40-foot open space for fire protection at the
post office at Smyrna, Del., ete., intended to be proposed by him
to the sundry civil appropriation bill, which was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. BURNHAM submitted an amendment proposing to appro-
priate $12,000 to pay the State of New Hampshire for land and
fort in Portsmouth Harbor ceded to the United States, etc.,
intended to be proposed by him to the general deficiency appro-
priation bill, which was ordered to be printed and, with the
accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations,

Mr. WARREN submitted an amendment proposing to appro-
priate $25,000 for the establishment of a fish-cultural station in
the State of Wyoming, etc., intended to be proposed by him to
the sundry civil appropriation bill, which was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. BURKETT submitted an amendment proposing to appro-
priate $10,000 to provide the necessary conduits, cables, wires,
and labor in connecting the central heating, electric light, and
power plant from Freedmen's Hospital to the various buildings
on the Howard University grounds, ete., intended to be proposed
by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill, which was referred
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. CRANE submitted an amendment proposing to appro-
priate $2,000 to pay the Norcross Bros. Co. for certain work
in remodeling the fourth floor of the Treasury Building, ete., in-
tended to be proposed by him to the general deficiency appro-
priation bill, which was referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. TALTAFERRO submitted an amendment proposing to ap-
propriate $50,000 for the establishment of a biological and fish-
cultural station on the St. Johns River, Fla., efc., intended to
be proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill, which
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

Mr. DICK submitted an amendment proposing to settle the
accounts of former postmasters who served at post offices in
the various States and Territories of the United States be-
tween July 1, 1864, and July 1, 1874, ete., intended to be pro-
posed by him to the general deficiency appropriation bill, which
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed.

He also submitted an amendment proposing to pay the sal-
ary accounts of certain former postmasters of the State of
Colorado between July 1, 1864, and July 1, 1874, ete., intended
to be proposed by him to the general deficiency appropriation
bill, which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

Mr. MONEY submitted an amendment proposing to appro-
priate $5,000 for the construction of a walk from the National
Military Cemetery at Natchez, Miss., to the sidewalks of that
city, ete., intended to be proposed by him to the sundry civil
appropriation bill, which was ordered to be printed and, with
the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. BRADLEY submitted an amendment proposing to ap-
propriate $45,000 for the completion of the post-office building.
at Lancaster, Ky., intended to be proposed by him to the sundry
civil appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. LODGE submitted an amendment relative to chaplains
in the Navy, ete., intended to be proposed by him to the naval
appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee on
Naval Affairs and ordered to be printed.

Mr. BANKHEAD submitted an amendment proposing to ap-
propriate $101,938.81 in settlement of the claims of the Mobile
Marine Dock Co., etc., intended to be proposed by him to the
sundry civil appropriation bill, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. GALLINGER submitted an amendment proposing to ap-
propriate $14,000, being an additional amount for the police
fund of the Distriet of Columbia, and $7,000 for the firemen's
relief fund of the Distriect of Columbia, ete., intended to be
proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill, which
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed.

He also submitted an amendment relative to the employment
of substitute teachers in the public schools of the District of
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Columbia, ete., intended to be proposed by him to the sundry
civil appropriation bill, which was ordered to be printed, and,
with the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.

He also submitted an amendment relative to the granting of
leaves of absence to members of the fire department of the
Distriet of Columbia, intended to be proposed by hinmi to the
sundry civil appropriation bill, which was ordered to be printed,
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee
on Appropriations.

Mr. PAYNTER submitted an amendment proposing to ap-
propriate $2,000 for the salary of one pay-roll clerk, office of
the Deputy Public Printer, ete., intended to be proposed by him
to the sundry civil appropriation bill, which was referred to
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

WAGES AND COMMODITIES.

Mr. LODGE submitted the following resolution (8. Res. 377),
which was considered by unanimous consent and agreed to
(8. Doc. No. 847) :

Resolved, That the report of the select committee of the Senate au-
thorized to investigate and.make report relative to wages and com-
modities, and the views of a minority, together with the hearings and
appendices, be printed as a document.

RECIPROCITY WITH CANADA,

Mr. DU PONT. I present an article on Canadian reciprocity
and the American farmer and manufacturer, which I ask may
be printed as a document (8. Doc. No. 842).

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GALLINGER. I will inquire of the Senator from Dela-
ware what the paper relates to?

Mr. DU PONT. It is in regard to Canadian reciprocity. I
will state to the Senator that it contains a great deal of valu-
able information.

Mr, GALLINGER. If we go into the matter of printing edi-
torials in the Recorp on Canadian reciprocity, I have a basket-
ful of them against it. I suppose this paper is in favor of reci-
procity. I think if the Senator could have it printed as a docu-
ment and not encumber the Recorp with it, it would be better.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understood the request
to be to have it printed as a document.

- Mr. %ALLINGER I think the Senator from Delaware asked
or both.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair did not so understand
the request. The order is that it be printed as a document,

Mr. GALLINGER. That is all right.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED,

H. IR. 30292. An act to change the name of the Public Health
and Marine-Hospital Service to the Public Health Service, to
increase the pay of officers of said service, and for other pur-
poses, was read twice by its title and referred to the Commit-
tee on Public Health and National Quarantine.

H. J. Res. 200. Joint resolution authorizing the President to
appoint a competent person to investigate the manufacture of
white phosphorus matches and report to the next session of
Congress was read twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Finance.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL.
Mr. GALLINGER submitted the following report:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
81856) making appropriations to provide for the expenses of
the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1912, and for other purposes, having met, after
full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 2,
3. 11, 20, 30, 31, 37, 38, 39, 46, 50, 59, 65, 69, 75, 78, 79, 80,
83, 84, 85, 86, 101, 104, 107, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115,
116, 117, 118, 123, 129, 134, 137, 140, 142, 143, 147, 150, 152,
159, 164, 165, 171, 172, 175, 176, 181, 187, 188, 190, 191, 196,
199, 200, 202, 203, 204, 205, 209, 213, 220, 222, 230, 231, 232, 235,
238, 239, and 240.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 4, 6, 7, 8 9, 10, 12, 13, 16, 17,
18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 32, 33, 35, 36, 40, 41,
42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 60, 61, 62, 63,
64, 66, 67, 68, 70, 71, 72, 73, T4, 76, 77, 82, 87, 88, 01, 02, 96,
97, 98, 99, 100, 103, 108, 119, 120, 122, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128,
130, 131, 135, 138, 139, 141, 144, 146, 153, 154, 158, 162, 166,
167, 168, 169, 170, 173, 174, 177, 180, 182, 183, 184, 18D, 193,
194, 197, 206, 210, 212, 214, 215, 216, 217, 221, 223, 224, {
226, 227, 228, 220, 233, 234, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247,
248, and 249, and agree to the same.

XLVI—230

That the Honse recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“ $1,600 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
*“$114,086 ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by
said amendment insert the following: “ The provisions of the
act approved March 15, 1898, as amended by the act approved
July 7, 1898, regulating leave of absence to employees of the
Federal Government, are hereby made applicable to the regular
annual employees of the government of the Distriet of Colum-
bia, except the police and fire departments, and public-school
officers, teachers, and employees ”; and the Senate agree to the
same,

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed insert
“$179,810 ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 48, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieun of the matter inserted by
sald amendment insert the following: “ two cataloguers, at $540
each”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 49, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed insert
“$40,940 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 81, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“ $123,650 7 ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 89 and 90, and agree to the same
with amendments as follows: Transpose said amendments and
insert the same on page 33 of the bill, after line 26, amended
as follows: In line 8 of amendment numbered 89 strike out the
word “ seventy-five” and insert in lieu thereof the words “ one
hundred ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 93, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“ $65,000"; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 94, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed insert
“ $130,000 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 95, and agree to the same with
amendments as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“ $260,000,” and on page 35 of the bill, in line 24, after the
word “ specifications,” insert the following:

“ Provided further, That whenever it shall appear to said com-
missioners that the work now performed under contract,
namely, street sweeping and cleaning alleys and unimproved
streets, can, in their judgment, be performed under their imme-
diate direction more advantageously to the District, then, in
that event, said commissioners are hereby authorized to per-
form any part or all of said work in such manner, and to em-
ploy all necessary personal services, and purchase and maintain
such street-cleaning apparatus, horses, harness, earts, wagons,
tools, and equipment as may be mnecessary for the purpose,
and of this appropriation the sum of $40,000 is hereby made
immediately available.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 102, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by
said amendment insert the following:

“ Interior Park: For the condemnation of land in the interior
of square 534, within the limiting lines shown on approved
plans in the office of the Engineer Commissioner of the District
of Columbia, and for the development of the land so acquired
as an interior park: Provided, That the said land shall be con-
demned by a proceeding in rem in accordance with the pro-
visions of subchapter 1 of chapter 15 of the Code of Law for
the District of Columbia within six months after the date of
the passage of this act: And provided further, That of the
amount found to be due and awarded by the jury in said con-
demnation proceedings as damages for and in respect of the
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land to be condemmed, plus the eost and expense of said pro-
ceeding, not less than one-third thereof shall be assessed by
the jury as benefits, §78,000.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 105, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“$46,405 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 106, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum propeosed insert
“ 2135007 ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 121, and agree to the same with
an nmendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed insert

“$23 500" ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
mont of the Senate numbered 132, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the number proposed in-
sert “ forty-six " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede-from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 133, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieuw of the number proposed in-
sert “ sixty " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 136, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed insert
“ $040,000.50 ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 145, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“$536,170 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 148, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum propesed insert
*$31,000; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 149, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert

“$128,800 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 151, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the matter inserted by said
amendment insert the following: “ The Commissioners of the
Distriet of Columbia are hereby directed to make an investiza-
tion as to the necessity of istalling a high-pressure fire-service
gystem in the business section of the city of Washington, and
to report the results of sueh investigation to Congress at its
next regular session ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from ifs disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 155, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment insert the following: “Provided, That hereafter any
inspector of dairies and dairy farms may aet as inspector of
live stock when directed by the health officer”™; and the Senate
agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 156, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: On page 68 of the bill, in line 6,
strike out the word “ten™ and insert in lieu thereof the word
“fifteen " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 157, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the matter inserted by
said amendment insert the following: “ For the eonstruction of

a pound and stable, to be immediately available, $10,000: Pro- |
vided, That the Commissioners of the Distriet of Columbia are |

authorized to build said pound and stable on public space owned
or controlled by said District adjacent to James Creek Canal ”;
and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from fts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 160, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieuw of the sum proposed insert
“$11,740”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 161, and agree fo the same with
an amendment as follows: In liem of the matter inserted by
said amendment insert the following: “ Deputy financial clerk,
$1,500"; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 163, and agree to the same with
on amendment as follows: In lien of the sum propesed insert
| ““$28380”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 178, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
*$3,600”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 179, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed in said
amendment insert the following: “ 900" ; and the Senate agree
to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 185, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“$840 " ; and the Senate agree to the same,

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 186, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieuw of the sum proposed insert
“$97,015™; and the Senate agree to the same,

That the House recede from its disangreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 192, and agree fo the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed insert
234,000 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the arend-
ment of the Senate numbered 195, and agree to the same with

' an amendment as follows: On page 84 of the bill, in line 16,
strike out the words “ four hundred and eighty,” and insert in

Tien thereof the words “ six hundred " ; and the Senate agree to
the same.

That the House recede from fits disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 198, and agree to the same with

'an amendment as follows: In liew of the smm proposed insert
A “ $17'220 ”

; and the Senate agree to the same.
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-

| ment of the Senate numbered 201, and agree to the same with

an amendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed iusert
“$48220"; and the Senate agree to the same.
That the House recede from its disagreement fo the amend-

| ment of the Senate numbered 207, and agree to the same with

an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter imserted by
said amendment insert the following: “stableman, $300"; and
the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 208, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“$6,480 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 211, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“$13,930 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede frony its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 218, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In line 22 of said amendment, after
the word * workhouse,” insert the following: “ or in the Wash-
ington Asylum and Jail”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 219, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed insert
““$48,000 " ; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 236, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“$80”; and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 237, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the sum proposed insert
‘“$80"; and the Senate agree to the same.

J. H. GALLINGER,

CraARLES CURTIS,

B. R. Triouaw,
Managers on the part of the Senate,

WaisHINGTON GARDNER,

E. L. Tayror, Jr.,

A. 8. BurLesow,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. GALLINGER. I will state that the only change in the
report is that the House disagreed to the provision increasing
the salaries of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia.

The report was agreed to.

RECIPROCITY WITH CANADA.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, before the morning business
closes I wish to ask that a eertain portion of n letter submitted
and read into the Recorp on the 21st day of February, 1011, be
expunged therefrom. The letter is one which deals with the sub-
ject of Canadlan reciprocity, and, while it contains many impor-

| tant amd strong points on that subject, it also contains some

things that cught not to have gone into the Recorp. The writer
of that letter stated:

1 am so stirred up that I can not but express my resentment.

And he carried this spirit into his letter so strongly that I
think he gave vent to some expressions which, if he had con-
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sidered them, he would not have cared to be spread upon the
RECORD.

Mr. President, the portion of the letter which I ask to have
expunged refers to Mr, James J. Hill, and it, to some extent,
questions his integrity and capability. As one of the repre-
sentatives of the great Northwest, I feel it incumbent upon me
to say that there is no man in the whole country who has done
more for the upbuilding, and for the general welfare of the
entire northwestern section of this country than has Mr. Hill,
and I know of no American citizen who is more patriotic, sin-
cere, ardent, and industrious than is he, in laboring for what
he considers the best interest of the country, The great irriga-
tion project which is to make productive vast sections of the
West is only one of the fruits of his careful investigations and
zealous labor. The value of his studious life in bringing home
to the country the rapid and worse than wasteful exhaustion
of our national resources, and his instructive addresses over the
whole country on the subject of increasing the fertility and
productiveness of our farms, are beyond computation. While I
am compelled to differ from him upon the effect of the Cana-
dian reciprocity matter, I can not question, nor do I think any
other person can justly question, the patriotism of his purpose
or his integrity in compiling and presenting facts and figures
to the public.

Mr. President, this letter was received by my colleague, the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. GRoNNA], and was immediately
presented without much time for careful reading. I am certain
that had he read over carefuly every paragraph of it, he would
have bluepenciled certain portions before he asked that the
letter should go into the Recorp. The Recorp should contain
no personality or vitriolic accusation of any character against
any person. I was going to suggest to my colleague that he
himself, inasmuch as he asked for the reading of the letter,
should request that the portion to which I have referred be
expunged ; but, inasmuch as he is not present in the Chamber
at this time, I can say that I have talked with him upon the
subject, and that I am certain that he agrees with me, and
that he would say to the Senate were he present that this por-
tion inadvertently printed into the Recorp ought to be expunged.

I will therefore ask, Mr. President, that on page 3040, second
column, of the Recorp of February 21, after the word “ us,” in
the eleventh line of the tenth paragraph of the letter, all that
follows, down to and including the word “ rot,” be stricken out,
and also that all but the first four lines of the second paragraph
from the bottom of the column be expunged, so that the para-
graph will close with the word “ way.” I ask that the order
may be made at this time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from North Dakota? The Chair hears none,
and the matter referred to will be expunged from the REcorp.

PRESIDENTIAL APFPROVALS.

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr.
Latta, Executive clerk, announced that the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

On February 27, 1911:

8.608. An act for the relief of Charles T. Gallagher and
Samuel H. Proctor;

8. 7640. An act for the the relief of James M. Sweat;

8. 7T804. An act for the relief of David Jay Jennings; and

8.10015. An act for rebuilding and improving the present
light and fog-signal station at Lincoln Rock, Alaska, or for
building another light and fog-signal station upon a different
site near by.

On February 28, 1911

S.5432. An act to authorize the city of Seattle, Wash., to
purchase certain lands for the protection of the source of its
water supply; and

8.10318. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
grant further extensions of time within which to make proof
on desert-land entries in the counties of Benton, Yakima, and
Klickitat.

REPORT OF PHILIPPINE COMMISSION.

The VICE PRESIDENT lald before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States, which was
read and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com-
mittee on the Philippines and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate and House of Representatives:

I transmit herewith for the information of the Congress the
annual report of the Philippine Commission for the year ended
June 30, 1910.

TaE WHITE Housg, February 28, 1911.

Wu. H. TarT.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House still
further insists upon its disagreement to the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 28406) making appropriations for the
current and contingent expenses of the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
for fulfilling treaty stipulations with various Indian tribes, and
for other purposes, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1912;
agrees to still further conference asked by the Senate on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed
Mr. BurgEe of South Dakota, Mr. CaMPBELL, and Mr. STEPHENS
of Texas managers at the conference on the part of the House.

' The message also announced that the House had agreed to the
report of the committees of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of the House to the fol-
lowing bills:

S. 9903. An act to authorize the Sheridan Railway and Light
Co. to construct and operate railway, telegraph, teleLJhona,
electric power, and trolley lines through the Fort Mackenzie
Military Reservation, and for other purposes; and

S. 9904. An act granting certain rights of way on the Fort
D. A. Russell Military Reservation, at Cheyenne, Wyo., for rail-
road and county road purposes.

SHERIDAN RBAILWAY & LIGHT CO.

Mr. WARREN submitted the following report:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill (8. 9903)
to authorize the Sheridan Railway & Light Co. to construct
and operate railway, telegraph, telephone, electric power, and
trolley lines through the Fort Mackenzie Military Reservation,
having met, after full and free conference have agreed to
;'ecommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as
ollows :

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House, and agree to the same.

F. E. WARREN,

M. G. BULKELEY,

Jas. P. TALIAFERRO,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

J. A. T. HuLr,

F. C. STEVENS,

JaumEes Hay,
Managers on the part of the House,

The report was agreed to. -
FORT D. A. RUSSELL MILITARY RESERVATION.
Mr. WARREN submitted the following report:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill (8.
9904) granting certain rights of way on the Fort D. A. Russell
Military Reservation at Cheyenne, Wyo., for railroad and
county read purposes, having met, after full and free confer-
ence have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its amendment.

F. E. WARREN,

M. G. BULKELEY,

Jas. P. TALIAFERRO,
Managers on the part of the ﬂenctc.

J. A. T. HuLr,

F. C. SteEvVENS,

JaMmEes Hay,
Managers on the part of the House.

The report was agreed to.

ATLANTIC COAST LINE RBAILROAD CO.

Mr. SIMMONS., I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of Order of Business 1126, being the bill (8.
10397) for the relief of the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Carolina
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the
bill named by him. Is there objection?

Mr. BURKETT. I object to the consideration of any bills by
unanimous consent, unless we can go to the calendar and con-
sider the bills there in regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Nebraska objects,

SENATOR FEOM ILLINOIS.

Mr. LORIMER. Mr, President, last Wednesday when I
made some remarks to the Senate, in referring to the organiza-
tion of the forty-sixth general assembly I made reference to a
member of that body, Francis Brady, and I also referred to the
use of patronage in organizing that body. Yesterday the Sena-
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tor from South Dakota [Mr. Crawrorp) read into the RECORD
statements attempting to refute some of the statements that I
made. I have a telegram, which I send to the Secretary’s
desk, from the speaker of the forty-sixth general assembly, and
I ask that it be read. :

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection the Secretary
will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

CHICAGO, ILL., February £1, 1il

Hon. WiLtraym LORIMER,

Uwited States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

Representative Francis P. Brady came to my office and pledged his
vote for me for .P“J‘" voluntarily in November, 1908. Later he
returned and said it was against Gov. Deneen's wishes and he eould
not be for me, that it would lose him his State patremage and he with-
drew his pledge of support.

Epwarp D. BHURTLEFF.

Mr. LORIMER. Mr. President, I also present a telegram
from Representative Brownback, which I ask to have read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secrefary
will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

8r. Lovis, Mo., February 27, 1911
Hon. WrLL1AM LORIMER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. Q.

Report that Gov. Deneen made no effort te organize the forty-sixth
general assembly is absolutely untrue. He urged me to join his forces
and insisted that he would defeat Shurtleff for speaker even If It was
necessari‘toumauotthepn his office. J. W. Ford, presi-

of a =
dent of Ford Manufacturing Co., was present at this interview.
D. D. BROWNBACK.

Mr. LORIMER. I submit a further telegram.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read the third telegram.
The Secretary read as follows:
8r. Lours, Mo, 27, 1ML,
B = IS February

MER,
United States Benate, Washington, D. C.:

I was present when Gov, Deneen told Representative Brownback that
he was doing everything his pewer to Shurtleff for speaker
for the Forty-sixth General Assembly of Illinois and that he was cer-
tain that he would win the fight. Deneen promised Representative
Brownback in my presence, among other things, that he would make me
a commissioner of southern Illincis penitentlary in case he aided him
in Shurtlefl"s defeat,

J. W. Forp, Jr.

HOT SPRINGS (ARK.) RESERVATION.

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I ask unanimous consent for the
consideration of two bills. One supplements the other. They
relate to the Hot Springs in Arkansas and are matters neces-
sary to the due administration of affairs there. It will require
but a moment or two to consider both of them.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Arkansas? The Chair hears none.

The bill (H. R. 32082) limiting the privileges of the Govern-
ment free bathhouse on the public reservation at Hot Springs,
Ark., to persons who are without and unable to obtain the
means te pay for baths was considered as in Committee of the
‘Whole.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

The bill (H. R. 31806) to amend section I of the act ap-
proved March 2, 1907, being an act fo amend an act entitled

“An act conferring jurisdiction upon United States commis- |

sioners over offenses eommitted on a portion of the permanent
Hot Springs Mountain Reservation, Ark.,” was considered as in
Committee of the Whole.
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
GREELEY-ARTZONA IRRIGRATION CO.

Mr. GUGGENHEIM. I ask unanimous consent to call up the
bill (8. 10808) to authorize the Greeley-Arizona Irrigation Co.
to build a dam across the Colorado River at or near Head Gate
Rock, near Parker, in Yuma County, Ariz. ;

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation of
Arid Lands with amendments, on page 1, after the word “dam,”
in line 5, to strike out the words * twelve feet high,” and on
page 2, line 3, after the word “ within,” to strike out *five”
and insert “four,” so as fo read:

That the Greeley-Arizona I tion Co., a corporation organized
under the laws of Arizona, is hereby antherized to comstruet, maintain,
and \ n n and across the Colorado River at a

lace known as Head Gate Rock, near Parker, Yuma County,

erritory of Arizona, in aecordance with provisions of the act
approved June 23, 19160, entitled “An act to amend an act entitled ‘An
act to regulate the construetion of dams across navigable wat L= aE&
roved June 21, 1906 :" Provided, That the actnal construction of sal

m shall be within two years and completed within four years
from the date of the passage of this act.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.
6. A. EMBRY,

Mr. BRADLEY. I desire to call up and ask immediate con-
sideration of the bill (8. 5037) for the relief of G. A. Embry.

Mr. STONE. I gave notice that after the reading of the
Journal this morning I would proceed to address the Senate on
the resolution relating to the right of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. LoxivER] to occupy his seat. The Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. OWEN] gave notice that he would proceed at 2 o’clock. I
have been depending upon the chairman of the Committee on
Privileges and Elections to see to it that two hours, at least,
were not taken up with other matters.

I now give notice on my own account, which is rather a
delicate and embarrassing thing for me or for any other Sena-
tor or gentleman to do, that after this bill has been disposed of
I shall object to the consideration of any ether bill. T wish to
say that I do so solely because I do not wish to trespass further
than is necessary upon the Senator from Oklahoma.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Kentucky?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
‘Whole, proceeded fo consider the bill. It proposes to pay ta
G. A. Embry, of Estill County, Ky., £200 in full compensation
g;; I;-avﬁcea rendered the United States during the war with

The bill was reported to the Senafe without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed. . :

SENATOR FROM ILEINOIS.

Mr. BURROWS. I ask that the unfinished business be laid
before the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Michigan asks
that the unfinished business be laid before the Senate. The
Secretary will state it.

The SECERETARY. A resolution (S. Res. 315) relative to the
%ﬁ of Witriam LoriMer as Senator from the State of

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, because of an illness from which
I suffered during December and the early part of Jamnary my
vitality was somewhat impaired, and as I have not yet re-
covered from the exhausting experiences of last night I do not
know whether I will be strong enough te complete what I have
to say or not. Nevertheless I will do the best I can.

Mr. President, before I take up the matter immediately be-
fore the Senate I desire to advert briefly to two other matters
not connected with the Lorimer case. The first of these re-
lates to something which occurred here Iast night. During the
proceedings last night, when the chair was occupied by a dis-
tingunished Senator, not by the Vice President, the Senator from
Texas [Mr. BameyY] rose, simultaneously with other Senators,
and asked recognition of the Chair, which was given him. He
then demanded that when the vote should be taken on the pend-
ing resolution—that is, the Lorimer resolution—it should be
taken by yeas and nays.

Immediately I rose to my feet. Two other Senators—the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owex] and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Crawrorp]—also rose immediately, and
all of us addressed the Chair with such vigor and volume of
voice as we could command. The Chair would not recognize
us, but proceeded arbitrarily to submit the question to the
Senate, whether the yeas and nays should be ordered.

After that I raised the question of order that the Chair
had no right wnder the rules and the parliamentary practice
obtaining in this body to persist in submitting that question to
the Senate when Senators were clamoring for recognition. The
Chair overruled the point of order, and from that ruling I
appealed. The Chair submitted it to the Senate, and the Sen-
ate by a decisive vote sustained the ruling of the Chair.

Mr. President, I do not intend to discuss the question in-
volved at length. I well know that there are other Senators
so much better versed in the rules of the Senate and the pro-
cedure which has characterized this body for years, and with
parliamentary law in general, that I prefer to leave a full dis-
cussion of the question involved to them on some suitable
future occasion, and I have assurance that that will be done
when such an occasion presents itself.

I wish now merely to register my protest against the ac-
curacy of the ruling I challenged. I know it has one or two
precedents made in the recent past to support it, precedents
established very much in the same way as this one. Mr. Presi-
dent, I desire to say that if that ruling is to stand as the per-
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manent judgment of the Senate, then we have now already
practically established cloture. We have now a rule of parlia-
mentary procedure against which many of the greatest Senators
who have ever served in this body have resolutely and con-
gistently stood, and it never found a place in the laws govern-
ing the Senate until within a very recent date.

Mr. President, if an alert occupant of the chair, instinet with
the spirit of usurption, refuses to see, hear, or recognize a
Senator when he rises to address the Chair, as I did last night,
and persists in ignoring his calls for recognition, and goes
on in spite of protests to submit the demand for the yeas and
nays, and to count the hands uplifted in support of the de-
mand, and to declare that the yeas and nays have been ordered—
if that is to be the permanent policy and rule of the Senate,
then we have reached a point when substantial cloture exists
in this body. With the occupant of the chair in sympathy
with and having knowledge of the purpose of the Senator
whom he recognizes, it can easily be arranged for the recog-
nition of the favored Senator, submit his demand to the Senate
in spite of clamorous protests, and declare that the yeas and
nays have been ordered. If that is to be the rule of conduct,
then we have progressed or receded, as you may regard it, in
the parlianmentary procedure of the Senate of the United States.

With an alert and willing occupant of the chair, aided by a
well-coached clerk sitting just in his front, he can, with the
slightest 1ull in the proceedings, start the roll call, and thus
end the debate by sharp practice.

Mr. President, I have heard Senators on this floor within
a week, as well as on former occasions, protest in eloquent
terms against the Swutherland amendment to the resolution
providing for the direct election of Senators, saying it opened
a way to the enactment of a foree bill and to other statutory
evils that might afflict any State or section of the country, and
at this time and in the immediate future, the Southern States
especially.

Mr., President, I devoutly hope no such legislative crime as
a force bill will be presented to the Congress of the United
States in future. I bhardly believe one will be, and yet it is
within the scope of the possible, may I not even say the prob-
able, that many extremely objectionable measures of one kind
or another may be forced through the Senate without deliberate
consideration and full debate and by the arbitrary denial of
a Senator's parliamentary rights.

I think this is a question that Senators on both sides of this
Chamber should deeply refleet upon. If this precedent is a
bad one, it should be set aside. It is highly important that it
be looked into, that it may be determined whether it so reflects
the final, thoughtful, and deliberate judgment of the Senate
that it should stand. I can not believe that the great Senator
from Maine [Mr. Hare], who has served with such distinction
and great influence in this body for a generation, believes in
the correctness of this ruiing, and I am confident no Senator
on this side would consent to such a change in the parlia-
mentary practice of the Senate as this roling would bring about.

Saying this much, Mr, President, I will dismiss the subject,
at least for the present. I may recur to it on some other and
more opportune occasion,

There is one other subject not connected with the Leorimer
case to which I desire to advert. The Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. McCumeer] moved this morning—and I think
very properly—to expunge certain parts of a letter inserted a
few days since in the REecomp at the instance and on the re-
quest of his colleague [Mr. GroXNA]. At the time the letter
was read the senior Senator from Idaho [Mr, HEYBURN] in-
timated an objection to having a letter phrased as that was
being incorporated in the Recorp, but he did not press the oh-
jection. Shortly afterwards, because of the personally offensive
nature of the letter, I made a direct objection to its insertion in
the CoxerEssioNAL Recorp, but the Chair rnled that as the
Senate had given consent to the reading of the paper an objec-
tion would not prevent its being read; but he said he would
submit it to the Senate, which he did, and the Senate, by a
vote, authorized the whole letter to be read and inserted in the
Recorp. This letter may have made special reference to oth-
ers, 1 do not recall, but the gentleman to whom the paper par-
tienlarly referred was Mr, James J. Hill, the official head of
the Great Northern Railway. I do not kmow why Mr. Hill ad-
dressed this letter to me, but he did. I think it appropriate
in the circumstances that this commumication from Mr. Hill
should also be inserted in the Recorp. The letter is as follows:

81. PAuL, MINN., February 25, 1911,
Hon. WiLLiam J. STONE,

United Btates Beuatc, Washington, D. C.
My Dear SexaTon: The newspapers contain an account of Senator
GroxxA, of Bouth Dakota, having procured the reading in the Senate
of a letter in which was stated a number of assumed prices of whent

in Winnipeg, Chicago, ete, and that Great No went from

129 to 136 on the day after the recipr
the House. The attached memornndum,
clusively dispmas of both statements.

I also inclose a copg of an article written b
entitled * The tariff brought home,” which I think you will find in-

tercsthf

ours, very truly, Jas, J. HILL,
The matter referred to in Mr. Hill's communication is as fol-

lows; and to this I invite the considerate, if not prayerful, at-

tention of the Senate, and especlally of the Senators from North
Dakota :

gmment was passed by
3 I have prepared, con-
a North Dakota farmer

MR, HILL'S MEMORANDUM.

According to the news r_? rg Senator GRONNA, of North Dakota,
cured the reading in th ni States Benate of a letter in whi
was stated that wheat pﬂces are now higher in Winnipeg Chl-
cago, although they were formerly lower, and that Great Northern
stock went from 129 to 136 on the day after the reciprocity agreement
was passed by the House. The Benator makes himself as directlf
sponsible for these statements, if they are correctly reported f he
had uttered them himself. nator McCumpEr, of North ﬁakotn is
also said to have stated that American wheat prices have been for many
years from 13 to 17 cents higher on the A can than on the Canadian
side of the line. Both Senators are fightin reclpmdty on the ground
that it will injure the American tnrmer ‘.l%:e th show a fine disre-

gard of facts, which the country is com pect from opponents of
the treaty. ince their attacks is msplred by public statements made
by me, the facts should be stated.

I have taken the closln rices of Ma whest as officially rted for
each day of the mon Yovember, 1910, January, 1911, and the first
16 days of February on whlch the exehan were open in February of
both 1910 and 1911. This covers the to February 21, 1911. I

the three great markets—Chica is, and Wlnn.l

have averaged the se’ figures to ubtaln e monthly averages tor m}l r'g
sults are not opinions, but tacts 'l‘he tol owing are the -

Chicago. |Minneapols.| Winnipeg.

No 96 105.4 95
January, 1011___ 9.6 108.5 98.6
February, 1910 111.5 1.7 106.1
February, 1911 | 3.7 100 9.6
A year Chicago and Minneapolis prices were practlacl.lly identical.
Elght months later the Minneapolls price was 9.4 cents I;;l.rihm- A
year later it was 6.3 cents lower, Did tariff or rocity e these
changes? Last February Winnim was 5.6 cents ow ll]nneapoll.%
and 5.4 below . Now it is 1.9 cents above Ch:cago an
4.4 cents below Minneapolis. With adverse freight cha of 10 and

16 cents per bushel how would Winnipeg wheat affect
Chicago? May wheat this month was 11.7 cents lower tham it was
the same month last year in llinnelpulla ‘I‘mem 17.8 lower In

Chicago than it was a year ago. wheat market
during the time when rect mc:l was ‘beln moel: actively considered.
May wheat sold In Wlnnlpe&eat 073 on st day the reaent
month. It fell to 943 on thezadittellto or

6 cents below the price of three weeh betore All the (:g.
annexation im Canada are shouting that it will reduce rlco o!
Canadian whaa;i while on our side they are shouting that it wi[l de-
ress the American price. Thelir claims destroy each other. There-
ore, sccordlnx to the line of argument used by the bs&nﬂ.em cited,
roposal of reciprocity has cansed wheat to tail r cent more
in icago than in Minneapolis. There is no end to absurdities
and contradictions that may be created by this method u long as this
country is a large exporter of wheat.

Prices, as I have sbown, vary t?heu 28 much and more between loeal
markets in this country wh no tariff. For 10 years the
average price in California has been 12 cents a bushel higher than in
Oregon, and in South Carolina 13 ceats higher than in North Cnrolina
The highest price of wheat for May delivery in Chieago varied last
year from $1.113 in A st to 98 cents 1n November ; from $1.05% in

October 98 cents in November. The table given above exhibits far
more sln lar ﬂnctuattons in respect to where the tariff can not apply
than in where it

The basic price of wheat is fixed in Liverpool and varies with the

world's supply and demand. It has been affected by a visible su
ranging from 20,000,000 to 40,000,000 bushels and u ed:;:nﬂraa.rd lar%r
imate as high

ro%o and bf a world's yield which some

25,000, bushels larger. The local markets have additional variations
from purely local causes. Minneapolis is
three times as much wheat ln store ns she ha

am
as

rted as havin,

a year &gu- erefore
the Minneapolls price has decl . To ascribe such changes, wbase
causes are parrecﬁL vigible, to tnrii: or reciproeity is like charging the
comet with an epidemic of infantile parnlﬁ:

Reterring brleﬂ to the price of Great orthern stock, which has no
connection is matter except in minds either ignorant or lacking
frankness, the omdal record shows that the highest 1mtat:on this year
was 1313 on the 1st day of February. It was 1328 last October, when
the reciprocity question had not been raised. Last March it was 1403

and last January 143%.
Let us dispense with oratory and get back to facts. They are stated
as above. e man who is afrald to face them or misrepresents them is

the one who must give an account of himself.

[From North Dakota Farmer.]
THE TARIFF BROUGHT HOME.

The Clvie Club at the university considers as its pecullar province
the work of studying and gathering information on public questions.
During the past year many matters of considerable Interest have been
considered, but none are greater significance than the topic that was
treated at last Friday’s meetin i

“ North Dakota and the Tariff " was the tople which wns treated b;
George Shafer, who is one of the most active mem f the club a
one of the heavywelghts. dgh*en a great deal of study to the
matter, as he was a rnember of the debating team which represented the
university in this year's contest against Hamline University, at which
g::l‘e o&ua question was the bone of contention. George is a real North

nearly

Lgl’!:hﬂuct himself, a resident of McKenzie County, and an alom-
nus of the Williston High School. He is a close and careful stode=t of
North Dakota le and North Dakota conditions. In discussing the

effect of the tariff in our State he sald In part as follows:




3648

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

FEBRUARY 28,

Of all the questions before the public mind at the
has aroused more interest and none more widesprea
that of the tariff. For the first time in many years people in ever
of the country are seriously asking themselves the guestion,
benefits derived from the tariff compensate for Its Injury to the coun-
try? North Dakota, like most of the other States, has always indorsed
a high tariff, but it, like many of the others, has begun to doubt the
wisdom of its action. It is with the purpose of showing the effect of
the tariff on North Dakota that this task is undertaken.

There is only one way in which a protective tariff can be of any
benefit to a Btate or nation. That is, by I:eeglng out or obstructing for-
eign competition and establishing what is known as a home market.
So, in order to determine whether the tariff helps North Dakota, it is
necessary to determine what North Dakota produces and to investigate
the condition of the markets in which those products are sold.

NORTH DAKGTA AN AGRICULTURAL STATE.

North Dakota is primarily an agricultural State, and 73 per cent of
its people are engaged in one form or another of that Industry. The
two chief branches of that industry are the production of grains and
the raising of stock. For many years vast hordes of cattle were raised
and fatiened on its western plains, and the Red River Valley has long
since attained the reputation of being called the * Bread basket of the
world.” At the preseat time there are nearly 2,000,000 head of live
stock in the State, valued at $77,000,000. In 1907 about $3,000,0(
worth of cattle, horses, sheep, and hogs were sold outside of the State.
There are 10,500,000 acres of land under cultivation, and still the
great plains of the western portion are but mmlg touched. In the

roduction of grains North Dakota is ‘?rogmsslni with leaps and bounds.
he amount of wheat produced in 1908 was 58,428,000 bushels, while
that ;;roduced in 1900 was 13,176,213 bushels. (Statistical Abstract
of United States, 1908, p. 132.) Nearly the same ratio of increase pre-
vails in the production of oats, flax, barley, ete. It should be remem-
bered also that North Dakota produces more than one-half of all the
used in this country. Hence, it will be seen from these facts, that
not only has North Dakota been a great agricultural State in the past,
but that it is destined to remain so for generations to come.

TARIFF DOES NOT AFFECT PRICE OF NORTH DAKOTA PRODUCTS.

Now the questlon arises, Does our protective tariff in ang way In-
crease the prices of either grains or stock to the people of this State?
1 do not hesitate to say that it does not now, and has not in the past,
added one cent to the market price of either product. The reasons are
obvious. The United States is the greatest agricultural nation on earth,
and its products find their way into the ports of every civilized country,

resent time none
discussion than
part

o the

| in the crop.

At the present time, and long before North Dakota eame into existence |

as a State, the United States was annually exporting a large surplus of
grain and stock. And the prices of both grain and stock are not de-
termined in the local markets, but in the markets of the world. Liver-

ol is the barometer of the world's market. There the Prlces rise and

all, according to the sup}:ly and demand, and every rise and fall is
reflected in the markets of every conntra. The difference between the
price of wheat at home and abroad practically equals the cost of trans-
portation from here to Live 1, and no more, All other fluctuations
are due to conditions in the home market. So long as we export wheat
the tariff can not affect the price. It is, therefore, difficult to see how
a duty of 25 cents per bushel on wheat helps the farmer of North
Dakota, when the price of his product is determined in Europe.

That the tarif® will not prevent the price of wheat from going down
so long as we are exporting a surplus is evidenced by past experience.
Under the Dingley law, for instance, we had the same duty on wheat
that we have now, yet everyone knows that prices ranged all the way
from 60 cents to $1.25 Qer ushel during the 13 years that law was in
force. Also under the Wilson bill, the much-heralded free-trade meas-
ure, there was a duty of 25 cents per bushel on wheat, yet the price
went down to the rate of 40 and 50 cents per bushel. The man who
says that the tariff on wheat is the cause for the present high prices
must utterly disregard historical experience, It Is verg !Jla!n that in no
case has the tariff prevented the price of wheat from falling, nor can it
do so as long as the United States is exporting a surplus.

The situation regarding flax is little different from that of the other
grains. North Dakota is the greatest producer of flaxseed in the United
States. In 19008 the crop amounted to 13.770,000 bushels. But not-
withstanding such large crops, the United States exports no flax what-
ever, and imports but very little, only enough for seed, That being the
case, the duty of 25 cents per bushel on flaxseed is of no avail whatever,
and the price in this country is determined almost entirely by the sup-
ply and demand. The reason the price of flax has ranged between $2

and £2.50 per bushel during the past few months is in no way due to
the tméitr, ut to the fact that the supply has not kept pace with the
demand.

Let us now notice a few facts concerning our export and Import trade
in breadstuffs. The to]lowing table is taken from the Statistical Ab-
stract of the United States, 1908, pages 400 and 433 :

Breadstuffs exported in year ending June 30, 1968.

Barley_-_-__ bushel 4, 849, 078
Bread and biscuit. _pounds__ 13, 052, 074
Buckwheat - ushels__ 116, 127
Corny —— do. 52, 445, 800
Corn meal —-barrels__ 654, 515
Oats. bushel 1, 158, 622
Oatmeal {nounds__ 24, 484, 199
Rye — ——— bushel 2, 419, 958
Rye flour———- --barrels__ 4, 105
Wheat - - bushel 100, 871, 057
Wheat flour .——-barrels__ 13, 927, 247

Total value $£215, 200, 588

The above fizures represent the largest surpluses of breadstuffs ex-
poerted since 1903.

Breadstuffs imported in the year ending June 30, 1908,

Barley- bushels. . 199, 741
Corn__ 2 do. 20, 812
Oats___ do. 364, 307
Oatmeal SACA | 344, 003

ye e OO e 17
Wheat _ Seaas dos_—— 341, 617
Wheat flour________ barrels__

39, 593
Total value $7, 138, 214
A comparison of these figures will give some idea of the difference in
the amounts of our exports and imports. The amount of wheat that w
import, for instance, I8 insignificant as compared with what we expor
And that little amount comes from Canada, and after being made into
flour becomes a part of our exports,

| to in any way affect their price.

The situation concerning stock is about the same as that of bread-
stuffs. For generations the United States has been a great exporter of
cattle, horses, sheep, and hogs, and North Dakota has always furnished
its share of the supply, particularly of cattle and horses. Western
North Dakota was for years considered one of the geatest stock-ralsing
regions in America, and although the form of the Industry is changing,
still great numbers are forthcoming. The tariff on stock, as on grains,
is of no value whatever. There is a duty of $30 per head on horses,
and the American horse is found in every céntinent. There is a duty
of $14 per head on cattle, and American f is eaten by the ple of
every nation in Europe. There is a tariff on pork, and the American
hog has routed his w through the swamps of every country on the

lobe. In fact, sheep the only animal that has falled to withstand
orelgn competition, and most of them have long since left North Da-
gct:ta, there being only one or two herds in the western part of the
State.

The following statistics will throw some light on our export and
Impnt;}lstl;ﬂsdf in stock. (Statistical Abstract of Unlted States, 1008,
pp. 398, 433.)

Animals exported and imperted in year ending June 30, 1908 :

| Exported. ‘ Imported.

Horses e Tman SEAE 19,000 5,484

849,210 92,356
Hogs... e e e M e R S 2, I .............
Total value exports_._ $34,101, 284

Total value imports == 4, TT7, 454

That the tariff has in no way enhanced the prices of horses, beef, or
pork to the producer is self-evident from these facts. This, however,
does not mean that the tariff has not raised the price of heef and pork
to the consumer, as will be shown later.

TARIFF ON MINOR PRODUCTS.

Besides the duties onm grain and stock, several other minor products
of North Dakota, such as eggs, potatoes, ete., are also well protected.
As we neither export nor import potatoes, it I8 impossible for the tariff
And the only time it ever could affect
them would be in the event of an emergency when there ig a shorta
Then the people would be given the privilege of paying
cents per bushel more for imported potatoes than what they would
otherwise have to pag. There is a duty of 5 cents per dozen on eggs
and in the year ending June 30, 1908, the United States exporte&
7,590,977 dozen, while our imports’ were less than one-fourth of a
million dozen. Unless American hens go on a strike there is no danger
of the tariff ever affecting the price of eggs.

AMERICAN PRODUCTS CHEAFPEST IN WORLD.

But it may be assumed that the tariff upon these various agricultural
products has made up for an unfavorable cost of production at home
and abroad. That, however, is not true. Notwithstanding the fact -
that farm labor in the United States is the highest in the world, ye
because of the great fertility from soil, the energy and enterprise o
our people, and the use of modern labor-gaving machines, the American
farmer can produce more cheaply and undersell the farmers of every
nation on the globe. The fact that American products are daily selling
in Liverpool, in competition with the products produced by the pauper
labor of Europe, China, and India. is prima facie evidence of the truth
of that statement. But there is other authority sustaining that proposi-
tion. Hon. Jacon H. GALvLiNcer, SBenator from New Hampshire, in an
address in the United States Senate, said: “As regards power of pro-
duetion, Mulhall has shown that a farm hand in the United Btates does
as much as 2 in the United Kingdom, 3 in Germany, 5 in Austria, and T
in Russia. The farm laborers of Europe do nine times the work to get
double the result of the farm laborers of the United States. That is, it
takes 43 Europeans to equal 1 American. Extend the comparison to
Asia and Africa, and we find that the average producer in the United
States is equal to 10 the world over, outside of our own country.
(Citation : * The Tariff and the Trusts,” by Franklin Pierce, p. 230.)

Thus we find, not only that the products of North Dakota have been
sold in direct competition with those of the other countries of the
world, not only that we are now and always have been groduclng
cheaper than any country in either hemisphere, but we search in wvain
to dlscover wherein up to the present time the farmers of this State
have realized one dollar by reason of the existence of a protective tariff.
If North Dakota has been benefited by the tariff it must be in other
realms than that of agriculture.

TARIFF BENEFITE NO INDUSTRY IN NORTH DAKOTA,

Continuing our investigation, then, let us find if possible what peoPla
or industry of North Dakota has been benefited by the tariff. In takin
a general survey of the State we notice that the tarilf has establishe
no factories, built no mills, stimulated the operation of no mines, fos-
tered no “ infant Industries,” and raised no man’'s wages. We must
conclude, then, that up to the present time the tariff has lent no
assistance to the development and prosperity of North Dakota.

CHIEF ARGUMENT GIVEN FOR TARIFF.

However, the chief argument that has been given in justification of
protective dutles on agricultural products is not that they in any way
enhance the prices now, but that they will protect the farmer from the
dangers of forelgn competition in the future. Attention is called to the
fact that the population of the United States is increasing at a greater
ratio than our grain sup{\ly, and that in a few years thls country will
be importing cereals in large quantities. It is also pointed ouf that
Canada, our neighbor to the north, is rapidly coming forward as &
wheat‘prududngkcountr s thnm the time our country ceases to export
wheat, our markets will be flooded with the wheat from Canada; and
the high tariff is the only thing that can save the price of wheat from
becoming ruinously low, and the consequent destruction of the wheat-
raising industry in North Dakota.

UNITED STATES WILL NOT BECOME IMPORTING NATION.

At the first glance it would seem that the situation was Indeed serious,
but upon more mature reflection we find that there Is really no cause
for alarm. Of course it is true that we are not exporting such a large
surplus of wheat as in former years, and that Canada is destined to
become a great wheat-producing country, but at the same time there is
no likelihood of our becomingnan importer of wheat for a number of
years to come. Benator P. J. McCUMBER, in an address in Grand Forks
on November 12, 1909, admitted that it would be from five to eight
years (Grand Forks Herald, Nov. 13, 1909). But that seems to fall far
short of the mark. It utterly overlooks the fact that the wheat crop in
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this country is also increasing at a rapid rate. In 1890 the total wheat
erop in the United States was 899,262,000 bushels, in 1900 it was 522,
229,504 bushels, and in 1908 It was 064,602,000 bushels. (Statistical
Abstinct of United States, 1908, p. 126.) An increase, you will observe,
of mere than 264,000,000 bushels, or per cent in 18 &e:rs
Let us look at the question from another standpoint. ator McCum-
BER says that it takes 61 bushels of wheat per year to supply each
n in the United States. Assum our present population to be
,000,000, we have Increased 14,000,000 in 10 years, and at a rate of
one and four-tenths millions per year. It therefore takes an increase of
nine and one-tenth million bushels of wheat per r to supply the
inerease in the population. Now, in 1900 onr te wheat production
was 522,000,000 bushels, speaking in round numbers, while that in
1908 was 664,000,000 bushels, an increase of 142,000,000 bushels in 8
rs. and an average increase of seventeen and three-quarter million
mhﬂs per year—almost twice as much as is necessary to supply the
Let me also call your attention to the fact that
the nverage yearly increase in wheat product for the decade of 1890-
1900 was but twelve and three-tent million bushels, more than
5,000,000 bushels per year less than that of the following 8 years.
Assuming that our annual wheat crop remains the same as that pro-
duced in 1908, and that our population increases at a rate of one and a
half million# each year, it will be 10 years before our surplus will be
consumed. In view of these facts it would seem that the statement that
our surplus will be extinguished in 5 years is but a forceful creation of
the imagination.

WHEAT-GROWING LAND NOT YET EXHAUSTED.

The further fact is overlooked that not as yet have we put under the
Eow all of the wheat-producing land in this country, but that western

orth Dakota and eastern Montana, comprising that vast stretch of
terrltnr{v known in the days gone by as the * Great plains of the West,”
where for years innumerable heads of cattle, horses, and sheep were
wont to rmu(la is but acarceig touched by the hand of the grain grower.
In the mf 1908 only 3,703,000 bushels of wheat was in Mon-
tana. en this great region is finally put under cultivation there is
no reason whatever why it should not be as prolific in the production of
grain as it was in the production of stock.

That as a nation we shall not soon .be importing wheat Is evidenced
by the further fact that our export surplus has mot been decreasing
steadily in the last 5 years. In the year ending June 30, 1908, we
exported 100,371.057 bushels of wheat, which was the largest surplus
exported since 1903. In fact, there has been a steady increase in our
exports of wheat since 1005, In which E“:i:ﬂa\axu- we exggrted only 4,394,402
bushels. (Statistical Abstract of United States, 1908, p. 433.) 1t would
be ex-eedingly hard to say just when the United States will cease to be an
exporter of wheat, but from these facts it is safe to predict that such a
time is still far distant, at least, or 25 years hence. hen that time
does come, however, and the farmers are able to maintain the high
dutics on wheat, then there is no denying that they will be able to ]
advantage of the neeessities of the people and compel them to pay high

rices for the breadstuffs. The best that can be sald on this point is

at there is no hope of the farmer of North Dakota getting any benefit
from the tariff in the immediate future, and it is only in the event that
he is able to maintain it for & number of years to come will he ever
recelve benefit from it.

With ce to the possibility of North Dakota's g any benefit
from the tariff on barley, rye, oats, and other agricultural products, the
situation is about the same as that of wheat. It is at least no better
and. in all probabllity, not so good.

The situation rding the future stock market may be dismissed
with a word. In the first place, there seems to be no danger of any
foreign competition that 1 affect the home market. This is well
shown by the fact that our exports in ecattle and horses hawve not de-
creased materially for 10 years, exce,};og&g 1908 and 1909, The total
value of our exports in 1899 was $387.880,0916, while that of 1008 was
$34,101,389. (5tatistieal Abstract of United States, 1908, p. 432.)

Our final conclusions upon the guestion as to whether ]?ortb Dakota
receives any benefit from our protective tariff is as follows: That in
the past it has recelved no benefit; that at the present time it is re-
celving no benefit; that for a number of years to come it will receive
no benefit; and that there is only a remote possibility of its ever
getting any good out of it in the e.

Hsaving found that our protective tarif In no way helps the people
of North Dakota, we turn now to consider the more wital guestion,
Does it injure them ; and if so, in what way and how much?

TARIFF A BURDEN.

At the outset It should be borne In mind that protection, like any
other institution, is in a certain sense a burden—that is, It costs some-
thing to maintaln it. There is a tariff on nearly evel we con-
sume as well as on everything we produce. Our le are at the same
tlme consumers as well as Eroducers. 80 that in order to maintaln the
tariff npon the articles which they produce they must pay for that

rotection by bearing the burden of the duties upon the pi ets which
Ehey buy and consume. We have seen that ugfee our Nation year
exports n large surgius of farm products, and that since the agricul-
tural industry is not controlled by a trust or monopolg_.uthat the tariff
has no effect upon the prices. That, however, is not e with respect
to that enormous number of manufactured articles which our people
are doily consuming. The reason for that is very clear. If we purchase
an imported article we must necessarily pa{o e amount of the tariff
more than that we would otherwise have pay for it. If we buy
an article made or controlled b{rﬂn monopolg;rwe pay an added price,

ual approximately to the tariff, for the iff is one of the
:ﬁnch makes it possible for the trust to impose high gﬂces. For in-
gtance, If the normal price of a given article is $25 and the tarif rate
is 50 per cent, then the home mnnopolg mai' by wirtue of that 50 per
cent protection, raise the price to £35, and until the price is ralised
beyond that mark tariff competition can have no effect upon the same.
On the other hand, if there was no tariff on that article fo com-
petition would prevent the Prlce from going beyond $25. Bo since the
avernge rate in the Payne-Aldrich tariff law is 50-52 per cent, the aver-
age increase in the prices of trust-made goods, due to the tariff, is in all
probability in the neighborhood of 50 per cent.

COMPETITION IS STIFLED.

In this connection it should be remembered that there is but little
competition in this country In the production of the most of the neces-
saries of life, exeegtlng. of course, agrienltural products. And even
many of those, such as meat, for Instance, is controlled In the home
mrgets. Mr. Franklin Pierce, of the New York bar, in his remarkable
book, “ The Tarlff and the Trusts,” says that there are more than 400
trusts in this country covering the production and marketing of most
of the manufactured articles. Mr. Francis Tybaryer, of Philadel-
phia, in his recent book, * The Tariff,” makes the startling statement

inerease In population.

that more than one-third of all the property in this country s in the
hands of monopolies. This last tement is, no doubt, mewhat
exaggerated, but at the same time there I8 no denying the fact that
industry is very highly urﬁs.n.lmﬂ. and that a few large corporations
are in absolute control of the output of many of our factories, and that
these trusts are dictating io the people of country the prices they

must pay.

L-'mﬂer the old réigime it was not denled that the tariff Increased the
cost of commodities to the consumers, but competition in the home mar-
ket was relied upon to prevent the prices from becoming exorbitant.
To-dny, however, since most of the competition is stifled and the great
monopolies reign supreme, the pe:})ln must patiently bear the added
burden. It is obvious, then, that while the people of North Dakota are
free from the advantages of the tariff, they are not free from its dis-
advantages; that its burdens are many and great; and that its injuries
are f’eit é.“rl‘;g“me either an imported or American-made article is sold

n e

w undaries of the State. The ordinary citizen feels the
burden of the tarlf when he buys the clothes for himself and family,
the ca on the floor, the furniture in the house, the cooking uten

in the kitchen, the sugar he puts in his food, the tea and coffee he
drinks, the musical instruments, If he has any, the watches and clocks
which keep his time, the brooms, the glassware, the firearms, the lum-
ber out of which his house iz built, the nails used in the house, and
the many other things which he must have in order to live In a civilized
community. If the consumer happens to be a farmer, he pays liberally
for his protection when he buys his mowers, roller, disks, harrows,
plows, binders, thrashing machines, wagons, seeders, cnltivators, tools,
wire, harness, buggles, and the thousand other things which he must
have in order to run the farm and raise the produets, which he must
sell in a market where the tariff can have no rising effect upon their
Erices. Of course, all these articles are not trust made or controlled,
at most of them are, and those that are not soon will be.

NORTH DAKOTA AT MERCY OF TRUSTS.

Some Peaiple are of the opinion that since ours Is an agricultural State,
and that since mo trusts are organized under our laws, North Dakota
is not dependent upon the trusts. Campaign orators often fatter the
farmer by telling him he is the most independent man on earth; that
he feeds all the people in the country; and that the Nation bows
humhly at his feet. owever charming that may sound to the ear, it is
not troe. No man is more dependent upon the manufacturer than is
the farmer, and no SBtate is more at the mercy of the monopolies than
is North kota. Our State Is one of the richest markets for trust-
made goods in the world. Its broad flelds are * ripe unto the harvests ™
all the time. And the monopolies are reaping their enormous profits
from those fields * by night and by day.” It is trune that trust is
organized within our boundaries, but nevertheless our eeople are dail
his Unlon, a

Ea sing the products of each of the 400 trusts in
ve been doing so since the time North Dakota was ushered into
PEOPLE DISCRIMINATED AGAINST.

statehood.

Authorities do not agree as to the amounts the people of this coun
are yearly compelled to contribute to the trusts by virtue of the tariff.
It is admlitted, however, that the sums are enormous. It Is also impos-
gible to determine how much North Dakota contributes to these mono
olles, but it is safe to say that it bears its proportionate part of t
burden, Perhaps the surest method of determining how much the
trusts impose upon the ple by virtue of the tariff is {o notice the
difference between the ling ces of certain articles in this country
and in Europe which are produced at home and sold abroad. It has
long been known that many American manufacturers were selling their

s cheaper In Europe n at home. The report of the industrial
commissioner of the United Btates (vol. XIX, p. 26) says: “ In about
20 r cent of the cases covered by the commission returns the ex-

prices ruled lower than those charged to the home customers,”
Fi? would be well to remember that this report was given 10 years
when the famous “American invasion of the world " was but well er
way. The exact amounts, however, of those diserlminations will give
a better 1den of the effect the tariff has upon prices in the home market.
The following Is a list of prices at home and abroad of certain Ameri-
can-made , showing the per cent of the unfavorable differences,
This list was prepared by Mr. Byron W, Holt, former editor of Moody's
Magazine, and was published in 1890 by the committee on tarlf reform
of g: Reform Club in New York

Clt-{. His statistics are malnly taken
from the Manufacturers' Expert and Home-Price Catalogues:

Export
price.

Home
priee.

Differ-

Articles and deseription. e

Plows, disk, No, 1 ---each__ Y .
Harrows, 25-tooth - A0 " i
Cultivators, wheel, No. 61...._... et G 0 do..-- i _
Plows, shovel, No. 20 do.__ 4
Hoes, potato, No. 1 do i

‘Wheelbarrows, wood, bolt._.._. —e=ens--per dozen..
‘Wheelbarrows, '“zﬁ"“"" do

‘Wheelbarrows, stone—..
Wheelbarrows, garden, wood-wheel .
Harrows, wood-frame, 18-tooth___.

2228232333883 333323322823233308288

82238933333 322333R3B3333LaRRNEERE

AREEEEE88B e wnonE R apaltE

sussoRan B BEBenEnwnve i o n i

, 1arm, s-f:ursepmver_ ................ s e s R
Clothes wringers, 10 by l; per dozen._ £ ]
Seales, wagon and hay, §ton each f
Seales, depot, 4-ton...... g0 4 180.
Incul 8, No. 1 do A 20,
Potato planters, plain gn____ I 50,

ers g ] 100.

s g g o p T o7
Beds, crib, 1-inch pillars 3 22,
Kitchen knives. per dozen... 12, 16.
T O e =y ao.--- 1 2.
les, in kegs, 1-inch per keg--| 4. 8.
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These facts and figures give some idea of the discriminations to
which the American consumers are subjected at the hands of those
manufacturers to whom they have given protection and prosperity. It
should be remembered In thfs connection that our home manufacturers
are selling at reduced prices stated above, after paying all the costs of
transportation, and in many cases after paying the duties imposed by
the foreign eountries,

The farmers of North Dakota are consumers of every article con-
tained in the list just given, and it is in this way, b paﬁlng these
enormous differences to the home manufacturers, that they help main-
tain the tariff, and at the same time assist in creating those large for-
tunes that have become so large in recent years that their shadows
reach round the world. It is in this way that North Dakota pays for
that system of protection which does not protect, and maintains that
barrler against a <langer which does not exist. If we grant for the
sake of argument that the duty on grains will enhance the price a
few cents per bushel, still the difference which the people would realize
would not pay the Interest on the money which they annually pay out
in order to maintaln the system. But since the tariff fails to enhance
the prices of the products of North Dakota both the prineipal and In-
terest are lost: ne never to return. It is that much capital invested
in a scheme which bears no profits; that much energy wasted; that
much of a burden to obstruct and retard the progress and tg:osperity of
the State. North Dakota gets all of the disadvantages of tariff, but
none of Its advantaF : bears all the burden, but receives none of its
benefita ; receives all of its Injuries, but enjoys none of its fruits; gets
all the harm, but none of its good ; pays the price, but gets no return.

TARIFF ONE CAUSE OF HIGH LIVING.

But that is not all. Although at the gresent time the cost of living
Is exceedingly high, nevertheless as each day goes h{ it continues to
ascend. Indeed, so high and so rapidly have the prices of the neces-
sarles of life risen that not long ago Congress appointed a special com-
mittee to examine into its causes. Of course, the tariff Is not the only
cause for high prices. There are many causes, but there is no denying
that it is one of the causes, and some would say the chief eause.
There is, however, no dodging the fact that certaln industries are abso-

lutely controlled by a few private monopolies, that by virtue of the
tarif they are able to Impose high prices upon thelr commodities, and
in that way extort illegitimate profits from the public. And as time

goes on industry will become more thoroughly organized, corporations
will become larger and stronger, the control of the home markets by
the large combinations will become more complete, the tariff will be a
more deadly weapon than ever before and will be used with greater
effect in taking advantage of the necessities of the people,

North Dakota is now, and always has been, a prosperous and pro-
gressive State. Its people are ener%etle. enterprising, thrifty, and
farof;ress!ve. But it has prospered and progressed not because of the

riff, but in spite of it. Its bread pralrles have given homes to thou-
sands of %eo‘p!e from every State In the Union; its virgin fields have
given forth large returns; and in the fresh vigor of its youth it has
marched forward, hardly noticing the mill stone around its neck. But
some time In the future, when the population becomes more congested
and the soll more exhausted, then North Dakota will diseover that
cause which helped her least and injured her most—the tariff.

LORIMER CASE.

Mr, STONE. Mr, President, I come now to the case before
the Senate. I do not expect to be able to say anything new
or throw any new light on the discussion of the facts of this
case, Necessarily I must travel for the most part along the
same line pursued by those who have preceded me. I have
not thought it was necessary to consume any great amount of
time in the discussion of this case. It seems to me that an
hour or two would be ample for any one to draw out the
salient facts in the case and discuss them as far as is necessary.

I shall not consume much time to-day, only just encugh to
state in concise form the principal grounds upon which I
base my judgment. For some time I have had a fairly well-
defined view as to the merits of this case, but hitherto I have
refrained from giving expression to that view, because I de-
sired to hear the case fully discussed before taking a final
stand. I was all the more inclined to this course for the rea-
son that illness and impaired strength, added to the press of
various other duties, had made it almost impossible for me to
examine the case with that thoroughness I would have liked
and which it deserved. While I had devoted considerable
time to the investigation of the more important phases of the
case, T had not been able to examine all its details with that
critical care which would warrant me in feeling that I was
entirely familiar with all its features. I had looked through
the testimony taken by the committee and had examined the
briefs filed by attorneys, but I wanted to hear what learned
Senators, who had made a more thorough and exhaustive in-
vestigation than I, might have to say on the one side and the
other before I reached a final determination. I was anxious
to form as intelligent an opinion as I am capable of respecting
the merits of the case and to arrive at a conclusion upon which
I could rely with sufficient confidence to justify me in acting
upon it. My mind is now made up, and, as the case must be
voted upon within a week if it is to be concluded at this ses-
sion, I shall give voice to some of the reasons upon which my
judgment is predicated.

Mr. President, I desire at the outset to say that I have ar-
rived at my conclusion reluctantly and with regret. I regret,
first, that I am compelled to disagree with the report of the
committee. The majority of the committee who signed this
report are among the ablest, most distinguished, and honorable
Members of this body. I recognize their great abilities and

have complete faith, as all their colleagues in the Senate have,
in their absolute sincerity and in their high devotion to publie
duty. The one thing above all others that shakes my confi-
dence in the correctness of my judgment is the fact that the
Senators who made this committee report express the unhesi-
tating opinion that Mr. Lorimer is entitled to retain his seat.
Nevertheless, I feel reluctantly compelled by the force of my
own judgment to put myself in opposition to their view. I re-
gret, also, that I must take this position because of the per-
sonal regard I have entertained for the Senator from Illinois
and because of his ability to perform useful public services
here. It is exceedingly disagreeable that I feel obliged to take
a position antagonistic to him in the grave emergency which he
now confronts, but my conviction is so pronounced that no
other alternative seems open to me.

-Mr.. President, before adverting to the testimony delivered
under oath by witnesses, I desire to make some observations
respecting party organization and the question of political
morality involved in party loyalty.

I can not believe, as the Senator from Oregon [Mr. BournEg]
believes, that we are upon the verge, the very dawn of the mil-
lennium, The shining gateway to that most happy land does
not open to my shorter vision. I am going to refer to the
political morality of these gentlemen for the reason that when
1 come to consider this case the initial fact which challenges
my attention relates to Mr. LoriMEer's personal part in the
senatorial fight at Springfield. Mr. Hopkins had been duly
and fairly nominated by the Republican voters of Illinois at a
State primary for reelection to the seat he then held in the
Senate of the United States.

He had been nominated over several opponents after an ardu-
ous contest, and the result had been generally acquiesced in.
The Senator from Texas [Mr. BAILEY], in the course of his very
powerful address defending Mr. LorimEer's right to a seat, re-
marked, I think facetiously more than seriously, that if any-
thing would justify Republicans bolting that nomination it was
the fact that Hopkins was the nominee. Most of us know Mr.
Hopkins personally, and I think it not improper to say that
he is a gentleman of rather acrid temperament and with very
dogmatic and aggressive characteristics. It may be that he

was not overly popular among his former colleagues here, and .

that few of them would have been willing to play Jonathan to
his David; and it may be that if it is true, as I suspect it is,
that he is personally disliked by many people in Illinois, even
of his own party. It is almost inevitable that a man of his
irascible and somewhat vindictive disposition would have per-
sonal enemies. Why, sir, even .gentlemen happily endowed
with such patient, serene, and amiable dispositions as the junior
Senator from Texas and myself have been known to have ene-
mies in their States. Nevertheless, this may be said for Mr.
Hopkins, that he is a man of good character and good abilities.
He is also a sturdy Republican, a believer in the doctrines of
his party, and one of its consistent and stalwart fighters. Hav-
ing been duly and fairly nominated at an authorized primary
election, concerning the regularity-of which there was no ques-
tion, he was entitled by every rule of fair politics to the sup-
port of every Republican member of the Illinois Legislature
when that body came to elect a Senator. I am myself a con-
sistent party man and believe in maintaining and standing by
my party organization. I believe the struggle for party su-
premacy and for the enforcement of party policies in publie
administration is necessary to keep alive a keen interest among
the people at large in public affairs, and I believe that parties
are essential in an important sense to the preservation of our
institutions. Therefore I believe in party organization and the
maintenance of party discipline. Whenever we abandon this
idea we open wide the door to party disintegration. Whenever
there are several aspirants for the same position, if a political
party hopes to win it must adopt some method for concentrat-
ing upon and selecting its party candidate. Necessarily this
must be done by a primary election, a party convention, or a
party caucus. Whenever a candidate is so selected I hold it to
be the duty of every honorable adherent of that party and every
advocate of its policies to accept the result, even though he may
suffer a disappointment. No man can ordinarily bolt his party
nomination without violating principles of good faith and po-
litical morality.

If parties are to be maintained, the voice of the majority
must rule. Unless it is known that the candidate is guilty of
conduct that makes him unworthy of public confidence, and that
would make his occupancy of the office to which he aspires a
menace to the public welfare, no party man is justified in refus-
ing to obey the voice of the majority and support the candidate.
Whenever I see a band of men conspiring to defeat a personally
creditable nominee of their party, I at once become suspicious




1911.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

3651

of something discreditable and sinister in their motives. Only
some extraordinary reason will justify a bolt. A bolter is not
only a disorganizer, but he is often a public enemy. And right
here, Mr. President, I will take occasion to impress this thought
by directing attention to some current examples. The States of
New York and Montana have Democratic legislatures., A few
months ago the people of those States renounced the Repub-
lican Party and by decisive majorities. declared in favor of
Democratic principles and policies. They did not mean to make
a mere empty declaration when they cast their ballots. They
meant to have a change in the Federal administration, and that
the principles and policies represented by the Democratic Party
should be applied, or at least have greater weight, in the prae-
tical administration of the Government. That was the verdict
and the mandate of the people. But that verdict can not be
made effective except through the agency of Democratic Sen-
ators and Representatives in Congress. When the people of
those States elected Democrats to their legislatures they in-
gtructed them to elect Democrats to the Senate of the United
States. Over in New York the Democrats of the legislature
met in cauecus, and a majority of the whole number of senators
and representatives elected as Democrats voted in legislative
caucus to nominate Mr. Sheehan, and he was nominated; and
yet we have the pitiful spectacle of a minority, a comparatively
small minority, standing out against their party associates and
tying up the legislature for weeks and weeks by their unwar-
ranted recalcitrancy. In Montana we have a spectacle even
worse than that, if possible. A majority of the Democrats in
the legislature of that State have voted and are still voting for
Mr. Walsh, but a minority hold out against the majority and
even refuse to go into a caucus to decide upon the party nom-
inee. An almost similar situation exists in Colorado. Shall
this go on until these legislatures adjourn without electing
Senators? If so, then they pursue a course that not only tends
to party disorganization, through the ereation of embittered fac-
tions, but the bolters will be responsible for denying to their
respective constituencies the right they won at the polls to be
represented in the Senate by Democrats, and that, too, at a
time when the presence of Democratic Senators from those
States is tremendously important. What right have these men
to permit their ambitions or dislikes to imperil so much and
s0 many things of commanding importance? In a political
sense, I look upon bolting as being little short of eriminal, and I
have no patience with men who are guilty of it—at least, no
patience with Democrats who are guilty of it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will excuse the Chair
for one moment. The hour of 1.50 p. m. having arrived and
the unfinished business being already before the Senate, the
Chair does not think it necessary to again lay it before the
Senate. :

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, WiLLtAM LoriMER is a Repub-

lican. He has been repeatedly honored by the people of his
State. He was not a candidate before the primaries for Sena-
tor. He did not cross swords with Hopkins and ask the voters

of his party to choose between them. Instead of doing that he
went to Springfield after the legislature assembled, and there
organized a bolt among Republican Senators and Representa-
tives against the election of Mr. Hopkins. I say he organized
the bolt. If he did not, who did? Can there be a reasonable
doubt that his was the master influence and force at werk which
organized that revolt and directed its operation? Lorimer did
not like Hopkins. His business at Springfield, primarily at
least, was to defeat the election of Hopking; and he was there
from the beginning of the fight to its ending. He was the
general in command, pulling the strings and directing the force
he had organized. All others were subordinate to him; they
were but his lieutenants. His was the master mind, and his
the dominating influence. Did he leave his seat in Congress
and go to Springfield, and remain there for months counseling
a course violative of party obligation, calculated to develop war-
ring factions which tended to party disaster, if not to party
disintegration, with no other idea than that of merely blocking
Hopkins's return to the Senate? I can not but believe, Mr.
President, that the real motive for his remarkable and certainly
most unusual activities was not one of revenge so much as one
that contemplated his personal promotion. I can not but believe
that he was influenced far more by vaulting ambition than by
any spirit of vindictiveness., If he did have locked up in his
heart a secret or ulterior purpose, what was it? There can be
but one answer to that question., That purpose must have
been his own election to the Senate. The Scriptures teach us
to judge a tree by its fruits. So must we judge men by their
conduct and by the result of the things they deliberately do.
It is said that the election was offered to Gov. Deneen. But if
g0, he declined to profit by party treachery, or to take honors

at such a price. He put the temptation behind him, and Lori-
MER wasg elected. ‘May not this alleged offer of the Senatorship
to Deneen have been a part of the play? Let me quote from
the testimony of Beckemeyer, given before the subcommittee:

Q. Was Gov. Deneen discussed as a candidate for United States Scna-
tor that the Democrats, or many of them, wonld vote for?—A. I don't
Eglfnﬁetnl‘l?%g very many of the Democrats at that time would have voted

Q. Ile was discussed among some of them, was he not?—A. I think
probably he was.

There is other testimony to like effect. Was it known that
such proffers would be rejected, or, if accepted, was it known
they would not be carried out? In either event LoriMER's position
would be strengthened and his own triumph made surer at the
end. The refusal of others to enter the race would leave him
standing out as the one man available and force a situation
which would compel his election as the only solution of the
problem. Mr. LoriMER walked through a maze of most compli-
cated and confusing manipulation at Springfield, proving him-
self a master adept in politics, and came out at the end with a
senatorial toga. He not only gathered a band of Republican
legislators together, but he brought Democrats as well as Re-
publicans into his eombination, and together they wrought out
his scheme. Shurtleff and Browne were LoriMmEer's chief lieu-
tenants and reported to him. These three were a trinity in a
close and most confidential alliance. Lormmer and Shurtleff
occupied the same rooms at the hotel, and there Browne visited
them daily and nightly. There were no secrets between them
and no reason for secrets, for the very necessities of the situa-
tion made the utmost frankness between all of them absolutely
essential. When I behold LoriMer leaving his seat in the
House of Representatives on his way to Springfield, and when
I see him there at Springfield, a quiet, soft-spoken but forceful
man, first gathering Republican senators and representatives
about him and then seducing Democratic senators and repre-
sentatives into his camp, and so welding these antagonistie
forces as to make a harmonious body subject to his controlling
will, I can not but admire the marvelous skill with which he
accomplished his purpose. He was elected by bolters, bolters
from both parties, and numerically divided almost evenly be-
tween them, The Lorimer Republicans bolted Hopking and the

| Lorimer Democrats bolted Stringer, the regular nominee of

their party. I have heard it said that these Democrats were
justified in deserting Stringer, whose election they say was
hopeless, and joining with bolting Republicans to defeat Hop-
kins, because, forsooth, Hopkins was the Republican nominee,
and this because such a course, they say, was calculated to cre-
ate factions and work harm to the Republican organization.
It is claimed that that was legitimate political warfare. We
are told that Abraham Lincoln advised his partisans to a like
course on one occasion, and other instances are cited where leg-
islators representing opposing parties united on a senatorial
candidate. But the case of Lincoln and his followers and the
case of Lee O'Neill Browne and his followers are not parallel.
Lincoln during his candidacy was not a member of the legisla-
ture, upon whom the responsibility of legislative action was
cast, but was only a candidate for the Senate, just as Stringer
was a candidate for the Senate. Mr. Lincoln, realizing the
hopelessness of his candidacy, withdrew himself from the con-
test and advised his followers to vote for Lyman Trumbull,
who, for all intents and practical purposes, was a Republican.
Lincoln's followers did not desert him or their party; they only
followed his advice that they might elect a Senator whose views
accorded with Mr. Lincoln’s. But in this case Stringer did not
withdraw from the contest. He stood his ground, never waver-
ing and never advising or consenting that the men solemnly
pledged and instructed to support him should desert even to
another Democrat, much less to a Republican.

No, Mr. President, Lee O'Neil Browne can not shelter himself
behind Abraham Lincoln's great name and excuse his desertion
of Stringer, the Democrat, and his support of Lorruegr, the
Republican, by appealing to this episode in Lincoln’s life as a
precedent. But I will not longer stop to discuss the political
ethics or morality involved in a desertion like that of which
Browne was guilty, even in cases shorn of venality. Since, how-
ever, the alleged example of Abraham Lincoln has been cited to
justify that course, I will take the liberty of quoting from
another great Illinoisan on the same subject. But before mak-
ing this quotation, and that it may be better understood, let me
first say that the integrity of Salmon P. Chase’s election to the
Senate by the Ohio Legislature chosen in 1848 was at the time
a subject of much controversy. Chase was elected by a com-
bination of Democrats and Free Soilers. Among the Democrats
were two men whose seats in the legislature were contested.
They were necessary to Chase's election, and his friends in the
legislature, as the result of an alleged bargain, voted to admig
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the two contested Democrats. Charles Sumner was elected to
the Senate from Massachusetts in 1851, also by a combination
of Democrats and Free Soilers—a combination which subse-
quently for several reasons was severely criticized throughout
the country. On the 3d day of March, 1854, Stephen A. Doug-
las, the greatest of Illinois Senators, delivered a notable speech
in the Senate during the celebrated debate on the Kansas-
Nebraska bill. Replying to strictures made by Chase and Sum-
"mner on his motives, Senator Douglas said:

I must be permitted to tell the Senator from Ohio that I did not ob-
tain my seat in this body either by a eorrupt bargain or a dishonorable
coalition. 1 must be permitted to remind the Senator from Massachu-
setts that I did not enter into any combinations or arrangements by
which my character, my principles, and my honor were set up at public

auction or {oer’ivute sale in order to procure a seat in the Senate of the
United States. 1 did not come into the Senate by any such means.
* = & T} tor from Massach 8 comes up with a very bold

front and de:Les the right of any man to put him on defense for the
manner of his election. * .* * Every knows that he came here
1'7 a coalition or combination between politieal parties holding oppo-

te and hostile opinions. But it is not my p to into the
morality of the matters involved in his election. ;Bbe pa:mxlﬁ:p know the
history of that notorious coalition and have formed its judgment upon
it. It will not do for the Senator to say that he was not a party to it,
for he thereby betrays a consclousness of the immorality of the trans-
action without acquitting himself of the responsibilities which justly
attach to him. As well might the receiver of stolen goods ﬂe.n[\; nnty re-
wunsmﬂigeror the larceny while luxuriating in the p of the
crime as Senator to avoid consequences resulting from the mode
of his election while he clings to the office. I must be permitted to
remind him of what he certainly can never forget, that when he arrfived
here to take his seat for the first time, so firmly were Senators im-
pressed with the conviction that he had been elected by dishonorable
and corrupt means, there were very few who, for a long ., could
deem it consistent with personal honor to hold private intercourse with
him. Bo n‘seneml was that impression that for a long time he was
avoided shunned as a person unworthy of the association of gentle-
men. Gradually, however, these injurious impressions were worn away
by his bland manners and amiable deportment; and I regret that the
Senator should now, by a violation of all the rules of courtesy and pro-
priety, compel me to refresh his mind upon these unwelcome remi-
niscences.

Mr. President, I do not care to further discuss the political
morality of such combinations, except to say that if I had been
a member of the Illinecis Legislature I would have been among
those Democrats who remained steadfast in loyalty to Mr.
Stringer. I would not have deserted my party standard to con-
sort with the enemy as long as my leader stood his ground and
my flag was unfurled. The wage of political sin is as deadly
as the wages of other gins. If Lee O’Neil Browne had been
honest and true, he would not have led his followers into a
foul political mess which besmirched their names and scandal-
ized their party.

Mr. President, I admit that the title of a Senator to his
seat, whose election is untainted by actual fraud, can not be
invalidated merely because his election was brought about by
some combination of hostile political forces. Such an election
may be the subject of a just eriticism, but it will not invalidate
the Senator's title to his seat. What I have said, therefore,
about Lormuer and Browne and Shurtleff, and about their con-
nection with the earlier phases of this wretched business, has
been said that we might have a clearer insight into conditions
preceding the election, and into the conduct and probable
motives of men. Mr. LormMer can not be deprived of his seat
unless actual corruption is shown ; nor even yet deprived, unless
it is also further shown that his election was the result of that
corruption, or that he had knowledge of it or sanctioned it.

Mr. President, was bribery employed in this senatorial elec-
tion? That is the first question. Was White bribed? He con-
fessed under oath that he was. He swore to it before grand

" juries, petit juries, and the Senate subcommitiee. Did he tell
the truth? Senators contend that he is a miserable liar and un-
worthy of belief; and undoubtedly, Mr. President, he is a most
despicable character. He is both a Judas and a perjurer. He
admits that he betrayed his State and party for money, and
admits that he betrayed his friend—the man from whom he
claims he received his bribe—for money. Unquestionably the
unsupported testimony of such a man is not sufficient to con-
‘vict anyone accused of any crime.

While the testimony of this creature must be received under
grave suspicion and weighed with the greatest caution, still he
is capable of speaking the truth; and we must not forget that
ordinarily it is impossible to expose the crime of bribery except
through the testimony of participating scoundrels. White is a
reprobate, and therefore the very kind of man to recklessly use
his crime for profit through extortion. If he received a bribe
and wasted it in riotous living, he is the kind of man who would
seek fo retrieve finanecial distress by blackmailing his confed-
erates, or by putting up his eriminal information for sale to the
highest bidder. Such a thing is not unprecedented. He did
seek to blackmail both Browne and LoriMeR. Browne gave him
money and sought in other ways to serve him. Were Browne's
favors bestowed through friendship or through fear? His pa-

tience in dealing with the fellow's exactions was exceedingly
great. If White's story is true, then he held Browne at a dis-
advantage. If White's story is true, then Browne must have
feared this wolf when he began to show his teeth. He cozened
him with many endearing terms. Ie called him * dear friend,”
‘““dear Charley,” ‘““old pal,” and by other tender and familiar
appellations. Such endearments and favors were calculated to
hold the creature in check, if not wholly lost to all sense of
decency ; but LoriMer was wiser than Browne. He was wise
enough to know that one demaund of the blackmailer would be
followed by another, and that to yield would only resulf in
further and deeper involvement. And so LoriMER suavely
showed White the door and turned him down with gracious
regrets. But White was not content with the pitiful pin money
he got of Browne; he was playing for a larger stake. When
Loriumer turned an obdurate face toward him, he sought an-
other market for his wares. He sold his story to the Tribune.
Naturally White's maneuvers were bruited about, and naturally,
if there were guilfy men, they would hunt shelter and seek
defense against the coming storm.

All this was to be expected, if White told the truth. Neither
LoriMER, nor Browne, nor any man whose name is associated
with this alleged bribery, did anything that would surprise
us, or anything that we would not have expected, if White told
the truth. Everything they did when exposure was threatened,
and after it came, were the very kind of things to be expected
of them, if White told the truth. To be sure, Browne might
have showered his endearments and favors on White, knowing
him to be morally depraved, and Lormer might have written
White, as he did, blandly congratulating him on his flattering
prospects as an author, when he knew from White's letter to
him and from all the circumstances that White was trying to
blackmail him—all this may have occurred and yet White's
story be false and Browne and LoriMeEr as innocent as the
angels. Certain it is that neither should be convicted on
White's unsupported testimony. If there were no strongly cor-
roborating facts and circumstances, LoriMER and Browne would
stand instantly acquitted. Unfortunately for the men involved,
White's story is strongly corroborated, both by positive testi-
mony and by circumstantial faects. Mr, President, White is a
knave of the deepest die, but still it must be admitted that he
could tell the truth. And here let me ask, What object could
White subserve, what advantage gain, by making a false charge
of this kind and bolstering it up by perjury? Even bad men do
not do serious things without a motive. If he did not himself
receive a bribe, and if he knew absolutely nothing that could
involve LorRIMER, or Browne, or Beckemeyer, or Luke, or Link,
or Wilson, or Clark, or Shephard, or any man in the meshes of
dishonesty, what possible motive could have prompted him to
commit a perjury so gross, and which inevitably would have
been so utterly futile?

Would a man even of his caliber and character deliberately
brand himself a perjurer and take all the hazards of his crime
without a motive? To say so would be to write him down a
lunatic and put him in a eriminal class all alone and without
a counterpart. If he had a motive, it was prompted by cupid-
ity. But if the vice of avarice and the need of money were so
great as to make him willing to commit such a erime against
innocent and honest men, how could he hope to profit by it?
If there had been no bribery, and therefore no creditable or
possible proof of the crime, where could he have found a mar-
ket for his perjury? The Chicago Tribune is LorIMER's in-
veterate enemy, but the manager of the Tribune is not a fool;
and, however wicked his journal may be, he would not have
dared to print an unmitigated lie like that, and thus impeach
the official integrity of so many influential men. If Browne,
Beckemeyer, and the others had been honest men, with clean
records, they would have been fearless. They would have
been as free from fear as Representative Groves, who drove
the tempter, Douglas Patterson, from his room. They would
have spurned the charge and prosecuted White for perjury and
the Tribune for criminal libel, besides instituting civil suits
for their vindication. No, no, Mr. President, White wonld
have found a poor market for his story if it had been a lie out
of the whole cloth. 8till, I say, White must be corroborated, or
we must hold guiltless every man accused. Let White be dis-
missed, therefore, and let us examine the supporting testimony.

Was Beckemeyer bribed? Was Link bribed? Was Luke
bribed? Luke is dead, but Beckemeyer and Link are alive
and were witnesses before the subcommittee. They were not
willing witnesses, and the testimony shows that they uncov-
ered their secrets with the greatest reluctance. Indeed, so un-
willing were they to acknowledge their part in this foul trans-
action that they committed perjury by denying under oath
before the grand jury that they had received corrnpt money
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or had any knowledge that corrupt methods had been employed.
And yet, in the end, driven by fear, they confessed to the receipt
of money for things done by them as members of the legis-
lJature. Beckemeyer testified that he met Browne, on the lat-
ter's invitation, at St. Louis on June 21, 1909, a little more
than two weeks after the adjournment of the legislature, and
that Browne gave him $1,000, saying, * This is Lorimer money,
and there will be some more in a few weeks."”

Senator Frazier asked the witness if he understood that this
$1,000 was paid to him in consequence of his voting for LORIMER,
and he answered, “I could not possibly infer anything else.”

Again, Beckemeyer testifies that he met Wilson, Browne's
alter ego, in St. Louis on July 15, 1909, and then and there
received an additional $900 from Wilson. Beckemeyer denied
this when he first appeared before the Chicago grand jury. He
started in to bluff it through, but when he learned he was likely
to be indicted for perjury for denying even his presence in St.
Louls at the time alleged he became panic-stricken and hur-
ried back to the grand jury to correct his testimony, and
thereafter confessed that he met both Browne and Wilson in
St. Louis and received money from both. He was driven
through base fear engendered by his conscious perjury to con-
fess his erime. Did he tell the truth? If false, why would he
tell such a lie? True, Beckemeyer testifies that while he talked
with Browne shortly before LoriMmer's election about voting
for LoriMEeRr, and talked with other members of the legislature
about voting for Lorimer, some of whom said, “I am from
Missouri, and have to be shown,” yet he affirmed he never
received an advance offer of money for his vote. It might be
possible, strange as it may seem, that he voted for LoRiMER
without the hope or expectation of reward. He says that two
nights before the day LoriMER was elected Browne talked with
him about voting for LoriMmMEer, and he told Browne he did not
think he could do it, as it would ruin him politically at home.
It may be that this man deserted his party standard, betrayed
his party nominee, and faced an indignant constituency at home
without a thought of any consideration for his sacrifice. It
may be that although he received * Lorimer money” he did
not expect to get it. Whatever Senators may think of that,
it can not be denied that Beckemeyer says that he met Browne
a few days after the adjournment—mark you, there was no
time lost—and that Browne told him that within a week he
would see him and give him a package; nor can it be denied
that a few days later he actually did meet Browne in St. Louis
on Browne's invitation—indeed, that fact is not denied—and
Beckemeyer swears that Browne then gave him $1,000, saying
it was Lorimer money. If all Beckemeyer says is true, by what
token can we denounce White's story as false?

Michael Link testified that he met Browne on Browne's invj-
tation in Browne's room in the Southern Hotel in St. Louis in
the month of June, shortly after the adjournment, and that
Browne handed him $1,000, saying, “ Here is a package for you.”
He also testified that in July following this visit to Browne he
went to St. Louis again on Wilson’s invitation to meet Wilson;
that he did meet Wilson in Wilson’s room in the Southern
Hotel, and that Wilson handed him $900, saying, *“ Here is a
package.” On this visit he swears he met Shephard, Clark,
Luke, and White at the Southern Hotel. Oh, quite a lot of
these carrion birds were gathered there. Link swore before the
grand jury that he did not receive any money from Browne or
Wilson, and denied that he ever met them in St. Louis. For
swearing that he did not meet those men in St. Louis he was
indicted for perjury. Like Beckemeyer he broke down under
this indictment and the pressure upon him, admitted that he
had lied, and not only confessed that he met Browne and Wil-
son in St. Louis, but also that he received money from both of
them. Like Beckemeyer he.swore that he did not receive any
reward or promise of reward for his vote prior to LoriMmEer's
election. He says he talked to LoriMer and personally pledged
him his support because of Lorimer’s attitude on the deep-water

project. He says Browne approached him about voting for
" "Lorimer, but he told him he was too late, as he had already
promised Lorimes his vote.

Mr. President, I believe I will read a part of Link’s testimony
at this point. It is quite diverting, and fitly illustrates what a
tangled web men weave when they attempt by ludicrous false-
hoods to deceive:

Q. When after the sesslon of the legislature in June did you see Lee
O'Neil Browne?—A. Some time in June.
lQ,I\\'here did you see Lee O'Neil Browne?—A. At the Southern
Hotel,

Q. What date?—A. I do not know.

Q. Give the date to the best of your recollection.—A. During the
month of June. :

. How did you happen to go to the Southern Hotel in the city of

E]t. ltL{Hlis in the month of June to meet Lee O'Neil Browne?—A. By

vitation.

Q. From whom?—A. I do not remember.

Q. Was it In writing or oral?—A. I do not remember, sir; that Is
my testimony on the stand here as a witness; I do not remember
?hfimer it was oral, or telegraphed, or written. 1 adhere to that
estimony.

Q. Buty you went?—A. I certainly did.

Q. Did the message say, whether oral or in writing, the place for
{{Ju It‘u::t meet him, or did it not?—A. Well, it told me where to meet

r. Browne.

- ?‘lwhem did it tell you to meet Mr. Browne?—A. At the SBouthern
otel.

Q. What did it say—anything further, or did it say the purpose of
oy 1id 200 i Tade th —A

. Wha you conclude the purpose was?—A. 1 had no idea.

Q. Nothing at all?—A. No, sir.

Q. Mr. Link, was there any surprise—did It surprise you when you
received the message?—A. Not to any extent; he was our Democrat
leader, and I respected him as such,

. You thought you were going down to a banquet, didn't you?—
A. No opinion for that kind of a question.

Q. When you arrived at 8t. Louls In this month of June; what
occurred 7—A. 1 went into the SBouthern Hotel.

Q. Where did you go when you got into the Southern Hotel 7—A.
1 asked where Mr, Browne's room was and the clerk there told me, or
some gentleman who had charge.

8. Jid you go up?—A. Yes, sir,

% Unannounced, or did you send word that you were downstairs?—

Q. What took place when you

do not remember that.
t into Mr. Lee O'Neil Browne's pres-
ence in his room in the Southern Hotel in the month of June?—A. Well,
we were glad to see one another,

Q. What else took place? —A. Mr. Browne handed me some money.

(). What did he say when he handed you the moneyi—A. He said,
‘“ Here is a package for you.”

Q. What amount?—A. I do not think he mentioned the amount to
my knowledge; I don’t remember.

. Well, did you look it over?—A. Oh, I did afterwards.

. How much was it¥—A. One thousand dollars.

. Did you ask him what it was for 7—A. No, sir.

. Weren't you interested in knowing?—A. No, sir.

. You just took it, did you?—A. I thought it was cam?njgn money,

. When did you discover that?—A. That is my knowledge—I can
not recall that.

Q. Mr. Link, you have testified before the Cook County grand jury of
May, have you not?—A. I presume it was; yes.

. Now, Mr. Link, after you received this $1,000, and after you went
home to your home, did you again go back to St. Lonis?—A. I go there
two or three times a week.

Q. Did you go to St. Lounis to meet Browne or Wilson during the
month of July, 19097—A. Yes, sir.

Q. In response to any invitation to come?—A. Yes, sir.

(). From whom did that invitation come?—A. I disremember whether
it was from Bob Wilson or who it was from ; it was an invitation to be
at the Southern Hotel.

Q. It was either from Lee O'Neil Browne or from Robert E. Wilson,
was it not?—A. It was from some one connected with the Democrats;
I don’t know who it was. .

Wi(f)' You haven't any recollection on the subject?—A. I'erhaps it was
s0m,

: t]} It made no impression on ym'.l at all, sir, did it?*—A. Not particu-

arly.

Q. It ‘;as not anything unusual, was it?7—A. It didn't surprise me
very much,

g'. Whom did you meet when you got there?—A. Robert Wilson.

. Did you meet him at the time appointed in the communication
ou received inviting you to meet him at Bt uis?—A. 1 presume
t was the time I had the invitation to come down there.

Q. Now, when did you meet Wilson—I understood you to say it was
Robert E. Wilson?—A. I rather think that is the word 1 got—my
invitation, or notice, rather.

Q. From Wilson?—A. Yes, sir,

. That was what time, if you can tell the committee?—A. In July.

. When you met Wilson in 8t. Louis, where did you meet him?—A,
At the Southern Hotel.

. Can you give us the date, please?—A. No, sir.

. On your visit to see Wilson, whom did you see that belonged fo
or were members of the Illinois Legislature?—A. Mr. Shephard, Mr.
Clark, and Mr. Luke (he is now dead), and White,

Q. Charles A. White?—A, 1 think his name is Charles, and Wilson,
I believe Robert E. Wilson.

Q. Now, where did you meet Wilson in the Southern Hotel?—A. I
presume it was his room, but I don't remember the number of the
room or what room it was.

Q. It was a room in the Southern Hotel?—A. It was a room in the
Southern Hotel

Q. When you went in the room at the Southern Hotel, or while you
were in a room at the SBouthern Hotel, were there some members of
the Tllinois Legislature present, whose names you have indicated to
this committee?—A. They were not in the room all at one time, I
don't think.,

Q. Didn't you see all of them there in that room at the same time,
or in there while you were In there?—A. I don't remember. 1 saw
them there at the uthern Hotel that day.

. Did Wilson hand you anything?—A. Yes, sir.

. What?—A. A package.

. Did he hand it to you in the presence of the other members of
the Illinois Legislature, if any were there?—A. That I don't remember,

. Did you see him hand a package to any other member of the
Illinols Legislatore 7—A. No, sir.

Q. V;r',hnt did he tell you it was?—A. He says: “ Here Is some
money.

Q. Did he say, *Here is a package?'—A. He said,
package.”

%. Did you ask him about it?—A. No, sir.

*“ Here is a

. Mr. Link, did you count the amount of money?—A. Yes, sir.
. How much was it?—A. Nine hundred dollars.
. Were you surprised when you got it?—A. No, sir.
Q. Did you consider you were getting campaign money ?—A. Well, to

be sure.

q. You didn't consider you were gelting anything clse, did fou' sir?—
A. had a right to consider it that way, if I saw fit, and that is the
way 1 looked at it.

. Mr.l Link, you dido’t discuss the receipt of that $200, did you?—
A. No, sir.
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Q. What campaign did you have, or did you propose to have next
gtu thiell'?g?nth of June or July, 19097—A. I expected to go back to
2 nex
Q. When was the next legislature to convene or candidates therefor
be nominated?—A. 1910.
D S e ARl Wk 1t BF ks a1
. In ¥ or August, was it no es, slr.
. 19107—A., Yes, sir.
It didn't strike yon pecullar that Browne or Wilson on two
separate occasions were going to contribute to your campaign expenses

more than a prior to your-candidacy, did it?—A. I told you I
was not nnrpr[qed b s ol
Q. Mr Link, when you went before the grand Ijury tha first tlmc did
you tell them’ the truth or did you lie? A. kept saylns dlan’t
remember until Wayman wrapped me around
Did you testify that you had not been 1,000 b:r Browne.
bad not received m Wils or didn't you?—A.

“that
At that ﬂvrst interrogation, the maueation of Robert ‘Wiison wn.s dis-
cuuaed but not the Browne $1

. All right, then; the one "they nrst interrogated you about when
ou went before the

r as to whether or not you had met
I&sﬂn uls?—A. I djLﬂ A 4

Was lmt true, or a ralsehood?—.&. I guess It was a falsehood;

3:&1 didn't remember of meeting him at tha t.lme. or didn’t know the

Q You atnted u did not meet him at all, didn't you?—A. I stated
afterwards tha lyo i "

Q You mted n.rberwa.rds sou did meet him, but that was after-
after you had ‘been ln icted for perjury?—A. Yes, sir.
l\fow, Mr. Link, did mMan or
oﬂimr at any time ask you to be.l anything t was not true; yes, or
no, please?—A. They asked me so many questions, that is a pretty
S &gstlon. t ti ask to tell a le?—A. Not i
one, at an me, ever ou S ot in
that 8] edgg, tere' i 3
i Dfdm any ot:hetr bemgi?;—A. “]‘.'lflot in tthat kinlg' o{o tgrms‘ e
anyone.nug e, u to test any fact other
than the truth 7—A. Well had so ﬁany convemﬂon.s - th him, it
is hard for me to answer i‘us remark,
with the Btnte's a.ttm‘ne.y s office, the

ts or any

au?w”u‘“““"m&%u m loyees asked e t—
s attorney, , office mplo; to
A.Q d.'lﬁ:l:?lsk me to lie. ot : s 5 e i
oW, er you were indlc r ury, you
alternative of going before the grand Jquegdrr fm
Eu not, or be prosecuted for perjury?—A. I came
to clear myself,
em the truth?—A. To clear myself.
. What do I understand by “ clearing yourself? "—A. Telling them
I had received some money.
Yo s i o, B Jou, SA0 S50 G5 the hixddegres
methods7—A. Yes; I did. th:w' iR ‘::'go :
you—yon are one t ows, not L.—A. Well,
denied Wilson when I did meet him.
any money?—A. There was no question
't meet him.
et B 40 o o 1 et ny s £ L AT st ] "
ey mee
Q. Didn't you deny getting any money from him?—A. I don't re-
Q. Dian’t den tting any money from B 7—A. Tha
tion was noty::ked ny:les:n thge ﬂ.th o%;iln i £ S
ey from Trowns, and It So ey Jou St i artns e hl
degree methods?—A. r;yehl.rgei ’°fa g;?!: al o fee

The against
1& saying I d!dn‘t mmwusou. il
perjury charge was correct, was It not?—A. Afterwards it

proved lt was ; yes, sir.

3 Didn‘tthaygva{ounchanc tognhm:khetomthegnndjury
it?—A. To save m cyk
Q. ‘ ey chance to go 7—A. 1 didn't go back:

ed 7—A. 1 don’t know about that.
Now Mr Llnk mfo back before the grand jury?—A. I

Q. You told the trn% tbg‘y nollied the indictment fo
% they?—A. es, sir; after I answeredr

gﬂa.n asked you to tell the-truoth, didn't he? Did he or
dldnt he; w is the answer?—A. That was about the Wilson affalr,
my subpena here, I didn’t care about that; I was asked to tell the
s g o e bggsgn $900 and the $1,0007—A. That
. He interro, a e an e
was afterwa:ds gaur %ou If asked me those guestions.
to tet the tru ?—tA. He didn’t ask me anything

ou ; when Mr, Wayman first asked yo
whsther or not yon had rece 4

money from Brown d
it, didn't you?—A. Yes; of course I E.l 5 e e.u.led

When he asked whether you had recelved any mo

WI?son. you denied it‘LA "That was not before fhe grand 1:1?:? By
Q At any tlme you denied it?—A. To be sure I did.

. Why, to be sure iou did what was in your mind that made you

K it?—A. Because to get any third-degree methods

ere

You _thou; ht that might involve yon in the third-degree meth-

Q?—A No, sir; I didn’t know anything about that.

Q. When you went before the grand jury subsequently you told them
you got $1,000 from Browne ?—A. I answered two questions

Q. WIill you please answer question?—A, I answered two ques-
tlons One was that T got $1, from Browne, and the other was that
1 000 from Wilson.
N Yn i It o o Ut thuie test and object

ou en up to and o

when the officer went wlthpyou to your home 1—1“5 Smm have knowl-
edge.orthalawmugh. No; .‘mt. tlredo tmlgh q uick.

Senator Faazn;n If it were true that you met Wilson at St Louis
tndhern.l that Browne and he pald you $1,000,
't you tall t'hat when came up here before the snd u
before Mr. Wayman? t were you concealin it for?—.
didn't want to get myself, purhu.ps, in trou ends in trouble.
I didn’t know where the money came from. That was the only reason. =

were given the
the truth, were
'ore the grand

money from

Why didn’t you tell it if it were a fact that youn got it, and that

wu met thoae gentlemen? What were you trying to conceal it for?

hat was there wrong about the transaction?—A. I didn't know any-

thing about what there was about it. And I didn’t desire to criminate
myself for taking this money. I didn't know where it came from.

Q. If it were a present to you, and a fair and bonest transaction for

campa.lgn Em}mm, or a gift or otherwise, why were you trying to con-

no reason at all for concea

Q. Why didn't you tell it?7—A. Pardon me, I will correet that. I
was afl of gett somebody Into frouble; 1 didn't know where this
mone came from.

o were you afrald of getting into trouble?—A. Friends of mine

Wlm were your friends?—A. I had a great many friends on the

blican side and on the Democratie side In the general assembly.

% How would you get your friends into trouble by telling t.ha truth,

were a perfectly honest and legitimate transaction?—A. I dldn't

¥1I’10W Futv; it w%uld Be into trouble, only it struck me 1 might get
em in

Q. You didn't care to admit that some ong had given you $1,070 with-
out any explantion about it?—A. No, sir.
. Was Lhare anything said by xou or Browne at tlm time he ga.vn
u this m as to why he was g!vh:g you this f 007—A. N
ust su it was campaign money ; but where it came from I &ldn t

th futgu?posed it was what?—A. For campaign purposes or some-
ng o a
QgWhat sort of cnmg:.lg'n purposes?—A. Down in Madison (ounty;
it costs a deal to elected there.
Q. rowne ever contributed to rou.r campalgn when you ryere
a real candidate?—A. Not to my knowled %e.
Q. Had an 'bod else_ever coniributed your campalign when yon
were a candi A. Not to my knowledge.
. You were not a candidate at that time?—A. I certalnly was.
You were a candidate for the next time.—A. Yes,
e H:\i'lr you ever asked Browne for any money for your enmpalgn P-=
o, sir,
Q. You had mot?—A. No, sir.

Q. You hadn't ed to him that you needed any money for
your campalgn?—A. No, sir; I might lmve told him—I did have
mernl ta with him—that T was golng to have a terrible hard pull

to
Dld you suggest to him that you were
§! ou would use it in tgtmr campalgn 7—A.
abont whnt kg wuruld do with the money.
't say a word about that?—A. No, sir.
As to where It came from or about it?—A. No, sir.
You didn't ask him why he ga t to you?—A. No, sir; I
didn't ask any questions.
3 He simply gave you $1,000 and you counted it and saw It was $1,00¢
n.n pu‘t it in your pocket and went away?—A. Yes, sir.
» made no explanations to you and you asked no guestions?—-A,
o s

. You kept it and used for your own bemefit?—A. Yes, sir.
When you met Wilson In St. Louls, was that In response to a
letter *—A. Some kind cation.

Now, when he o
s $900 8. Mo,
:go g you the A. No,

the $000, did he tell he wu
gir; and I didn’t tnoﬂhe:g it ca
u didn't ask any questions?—A. No, sir.
¥ Diﬁn't it nth.ar strike you as an extraordinary sort of thing that

glad to ﬁet that mone!

a tleman would give you %1 ,000 with no explanation, and the other
$900 with no sort of an tion?—A, 1 't know what souree
or what business contribu a nickel of that money at all ; never was

in an

- consultation to know where he got this mu
WO

or tha h
|1 know about it? P AT e

you surprised when took the $900?7—A. Not very much.
werent you xurB;‘ueJ;m—A_ I was d to

§ Dlﬁ’ apyone in e ever glva you $1,000 w?tl&ont asld:ng you
nny %lestionu or making any explanation?—A. No; I don’t kn

Q. Why was not this an extraordinary sort of thlng then?—A. If
he saw ttu;lvemnpme.nttormmpalsn purposes, I was glad to
receive it and ask no guestions

N T e T
on never ha ve you ore our

or $9007—A. Not directly. ge g

Q. We want to get at the whole tramctlnn. Mr. Link, and we are
trying to get at the tn:th about It.—& es, lr

Q. And we would like to know if a

cause why these men should lnve g :rou $1 000 and 8000

Did ey owe you anytb!.uﬁ or have any ction between you or
business or anything?—A. Not to my knowledge.
Q? A Nyotlmr member of the legislature ever give you $1,000 or

Q. O other man in your history as a Soutlda.n or stntesma
this Stnte id anybody else ever give you 81 00 or 5900?— sir.
Q. Just on these two eoce You di mtlons?—A
I didn’t ask any gonesuona. and there were no mwers ven to me or
no reasons given
Q. Had you had any information, directly or indirectly, as to an
therin, up of funds to be distributed among legislators ror voteat-—-
No, gir; no direct information.
Q. Had you had any indirect information?—A. It was rumored those
thlngs I g nt know whether they did or nof.
Q. You had bheard rumors of that sort?—A. Yes, sir; but nothing
accurately or definitely.
Q. Did Browne, when he banded you the 51 900 say anything about
your voting for Lorimer?—A. No, sir; he d
Just tell us exactly what he said, if he mld anything ?7—A., We

Q.
talked casually about
. (Interrupting.) Tell us mctl{ what he said.—A. I don't remem-
" he was go&ng back to the next ture, and so was I If I eould;
tha{: as the co: 50 could remember.
% When you ﬂrst went into hla room was there anyone in therel—
A. Not to my knowledge; I think he was by himself.
When he handed you the& klf was it In an envelope or
wmpped up in some form?—A. I think it was just in separate bil
handed you out the money?—A. Y
3 Didhamnntltnrd.idyunconnt 1t —A. I coun tedt
He handed you a package of bills and you counted it?—A. Yes,
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Q. When he handed you the tkomd—dnllar did he
say anything to ynn‘!—a He ma. This Is cumin othing
else was said as to the

Q. He just sald, “Th cnmlng to you?"—A. Somethtng of that
nature. 1 don't rem.emher exactly ; of course he was mot dumb when
he handed it to m

Q. That is what we want to find out.—A. I don't remember the exact
mnveml:lnn, only he said, “This is a present” or “ This is coming to

Q Which did he say, “ This is coming to you” or “This is a pres-
ent "?—A. I don’t remember; it m something of thnt kind.
Q. You ean't recall that?%—A No, sir.
. What did you reply?—A. I says, “All right, Lee.” That Is all
that was said in relation to it.
P B e Y000, ¢ Yé‘i‘&?e:uth a th X
say it was ar st hand you the package
u it was comtn’g to youl—A. I don’t ber whether g‘
the wnrﬂ *“ thousand " or not. Not much was sald in the cunversution

of
0 you.”

at al!
- -
W'.hen Ou met Wilson and he ga just state
Irhat he ulg when he handed you the SQ&N Some g similar to

what Browne said, “ This is coming to you,” or * This is for you, Mike.™
“This is for you.

. Did you ask him what it was to you for?—A. No, s
Did you see anyome else im his room d that thne'i—.a. At
that s c time I don’t recollect, but I mentioned the different gentle-
men that 1 saw there.
Was there anyone else in there at the time he gave yonthepack
%geofmmyil—a I don’t remember whether there was or not; I don't
ink there was, though.
. But did you see other gentlemen ccme in d he——A. (Inter-
hus ) No mnvena.tlon was had, I &um quite a little
w
see these gentlemen—members of the legislature—NMr.
Luke— A. Yes, sir; during the time.
8 hard anﬂ Clnrk?-—— Yes, sir,
v Mr. White. Those were all members of the legislature?—A.
es, sir.
Q. They were in his reom durlnthour visit?7—A. During the time of
my call there some time, but I can exactly.
ature who had voted for Mr.

Q. They were all members of the
LORIMER, were they not?—A. I think every one of them had voted for

Mr. LORIMER.
Qﬂolt)ﬁ you see any other member or the legislature there that day?—

A, to my pm' no, I did ; I am quite certain.

). You saw She; Cla.rt Luke, and White?—A. Yes, sir.

). In Wilson's room ?—.
). You don’t recollect :ny otbers‘ll-—a.. Not now; no, sir; I do not.
the $£1,000 you say you didn't know
what it was for; did you count it?—A. I don’t remember whether I
mnteditthmathaﬁme. did afterwards.
Q Why did you count it?—A. To know whether there was a—how

uch money there was in the
Q. That was all?—A. Certn.irl;k,‘i‘ wanted to know how much the

present was worth. T wanted to know just what it was worth.

Q. You had no other purpose in counting it?—A. Ne, sir; none
whatever.

What part of this testimony should be credited and what dis
eredited each Senator must judge. One thing this testimony
does make perfectly plain, and that is that Link met Browne
and Wilson in St. Louis and received money from both. He
at first denied these facts before the grand jury, but now ad-
mits he then swore falsely. He now acknowledges the receipt
of the money, but still insists he does not know for what pur-
pose these large sums were given to him. That part of his tes-
timony is wholly improbable and unreasonable. When he says
he had no idea for what purpose Browne and Wilson sum-
moned him to St. Louis you know he lies. When he says he
received this money from them without the faintest idea for
what purpose it was given, and that be accepied it without
asking for any explanation and without any explanation what-
. ever being offered, you know he lies. When he says he thought
the two payments were two presents, or possibly two contribu-
tions to his campaign for reelection, 15 or 18 manths away,
you know he lies. That story is too uiterly ludicrous for any
unprejudiced mind to give to it the slightest credence. It may
be asked why he would admit receiving this money and yet
deny all knowledge of the purpose or reason for which it
was given and deny all knowledge or even suspicion of the
source from which it came. I think this performance, asinine
as it is, is not difficult fo understand. Link knows that brib-
ery is a felony, punishable by imprisonment in the penitentiary,
and he knows that bribery is an odious erime and that a pub-
lic official guilty of it must wear forever upon his brow the
brand of infamy. He feared to confess bribery and face the
courts or his constituents. He shrank cowering from a confes-
sion that he accepted a bribe for official work, and, hard driven,
resorted to the silly device of saying he regarded the money
as presents from generous friends or as contributions to a
far-off campaign. The mental operations of the man are not
difficult to comprehend. Mr. President, with Link's story be-
fore our eyes, is it difficult to believe the story of White?

Luke is dead. But Luke was one of the traitorous Demoerats
who voted for Lorimer. He was also one of that delectable
company invited to Wilson's pay-day feast at the Southern
Hotel. His wife saw, so she testified, the dispatch inviting him
to attend, and there is abundant proof that he did atiend. She
testified that on one occasion after his return home from some

mnm
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unknown place—that is, some place unknown to her, and he did
not disclose where he had been—but on returning he exhibited
a large sum of money, she thought $950. True, she says, this
was before he went to St. Louis to meet Wilson, but when he
went or where he went she did not know. This sweet-scented
Wilson convention at St. Louis was held on the 15th day of
July, and Browne's convention was about the middle of June.
It is important just here to keep these dates in mind. Browne
was in St. Louis in June and Wilson in July. Mrs. Luke stated
that it was afier Luke's return home following the adjourn-
ment on June 4, and between that time and his visit to Wilson
in St. Louis on July 15 that her husband went away on some
mysterious journey and came back with this large sum of
money. Did he go away in June to meet Browne? Can there
be any reasonable doubt of that? All these oecurrences were
within the compass of a few weeks. Naturally, Mrs. Luke, poor
woman, would shield the memory of her husband as far as
possible. No doubt she sought to tell the truth, and there is no
oceasion for denying that she did. But did Luke see Browne
-before he saw Wilson? He went to Si. Louis on Wilson’s invi-
tation to meet Wilson, just as the others did. If Wilson gave
White, Beckemeyer, and Link $900 each on that occasion, can
you doubt that he gave Luke the same amount? And if Iuke
got money from Wilson, can you doubt that he also received
money from Browne? If he shared in the spoil Wilson dis-
tributed for Browne, can you doubt that he shared in that
distributed by Browne himself? Mr. President, the accusing
circumstances all point in the same direction. They are over-
whelmingly eonvincing that Luke was one of Browne’s band of
criminals. Do not these circumstances involving Luke, and the
reasonable inferences to be deduced therefrom, tend strongly to
corroborate and support the original story of White?

I come now to Senator Holstlaw—or rather to Senators Holst-
law and Broderick. They are so inseparably eonnected that we
can not speak of one without speaking of the other. Driven as
the others were by the fear of eriminal prosecutions, Holstlaw
confessed to the promise of a reward if he voted for LoriMER,
and that after he had voted for LoriMeRr he received $2,500 at
one time,-and $700 at another time. He testifies that on the
night preceding LorimEer’s election he had a talk with his
colleague, Senator Broderick, in which both expressed the opinion
that Loriuzr would probably be elected on the following day, and
Holstlaw swears that Broderick said this to him, *“ Well, there is
$2,500 for you,” or, *“ There is $2,500 for you if you vote for him.”
Holstlaw understood, as he must inevitably have understood,
from Broderick that he would receive $2,500 if he east his vote
for Lorimer. And Broderick beyond all reasonable doubt in-
tended by what he said to offer Holstlaw this tempting bribe.
I say this because a few days after the legislature adjourned
Broderick wrote Holstflaw fo come to see him in Chicago, and
Holstlaw went to Chicago in response fo that letter and visited
Broderick at his saloon on June 16, 12 days after the dissolu-
tion of the legislature. Several weeks after that he went to
see Broderick again at the same place. Holstlaw testifies that
these were the only two occasions he ever visited Broderick
or ever entered his saloon. On his first visit, June 16, Broderick
escorted him into his private room and there handed him $2,500
in cash. On Holstlaw’s second visit Broderick gave him $700
additional. Holstlaw says that he took the money when offered,
and says that Broderick remarked as he handed him the $2.500,
“Here is that money.” According to Holstlaw's testimony
that was the whole conversation—* Here is that money.” What
money? Why, that money. No explanation was asked or given
as to where the money came from or for what purpose it was
paid, and none was necessary. Broderick was not indebted fo
Holstlaw, they had never had a business transaction, and this
was Holstlaw's first visit to Broderick. Holstlaw was ashed

What did he pay you the $2,500 for?

Aml he answered :
supposed he was paying it to me because he had told me that he
mmld glve it to me after hav! sald I was golng to vote for
LoriMERr, and I supposed that he paid it to me for that.

Again, he was asked if Broderick in his letter inviting him to
Chicago indicated for what purpose he desired to see him, and
Holstlaw answered :

Well, Mr. Broderick told me that he wounld give me the §2,500.

Holstlaw would have the subcommittee and the Senate
believe that his vote was not bought or influenced by any pros-
pect of reward. In this particular his attitude is like that
assumed by Link and Beckemeyer, and, no doubt, for the same
reasons. But if Holstlaw's testimony as to his conversation
with Broderick the night before the senatorial election and as
to the subsequent receipt of the money is to be believed, then,
notwithstanding his belated profession of virtuous intention,
we have a clear case of an offer to bribe and the subsequent
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payment of the bribe money. If Holstlaw is to be belleved, we
have a clear case of bribery, and bribery committed for the
direct and confessed purpose of promoting Mr. LoriMER'S elec-
tion. Did Holstlaw tell the truth? In answering that ques-
tion I will say, first, that there was an utter absence of any
motive for Holtslaw to tell a lie. There is an utter absence of
any motive for Holtslaw desiring or consenting to do either
Lorimer or Broderick so foul a wrong as to falsely swear that
Broderick offered and paid him money to vote for LORIMER.
And I will say, secondly, that there is one circmmstance that
seems to put the fact of Holstlaw's receipt of the $2,500 beyond
all reasonable doubt. That fact is that on the very day he re-
ceived the money, June 16, he deposited it in the State Bank
of Chicago.

Recognizing the damaging force of this circumstance the
friends of Senator LoriMer have denied or sought to dis-
credit the statement that Holstlaw made the deposit to which
he testified; but, Mr. President, Holstlaw was corroborated
in this behalf by the chief clerk of the bank, Jarvis O. Newton,

who swore he received the deposit and made out the deposit

slip which he gave to Holstlaw. The testimony Newton gave
relating to this deposit was so furiously assailed, and charges
so seriously affecting the integrity of the bank officials and
the truth of Newton’s testimony were made, that the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. Cummins] procured the original deposit slip
attached to an affidavit made by Newton, in which he identified
the deposit slip as the one he had made and delivered to Holst-
law. This original deposit slip and the affidavit of Mr. Newton
were exhibited to numerous Senators here on the floor, the
Senator from Texas [Mr. BarLey] among them. That Senator,
on comparing the handwriting of the slip with Newton’s signa-
ture to the affidavit, declared it to be his deliberate opinion
that the two did not correspond and that the deposit slip was a
forgery. I examined the same papers, and, although I do not
claim to be a handwriting expert, I do not hesitate to say, with
all due deference to the Senator from Texas, that to me the
writing on the two papers is so strikingly similar that I have
no doubt that the man who signed the affidavit wrote the slip.
I can not at all agree with the Senator from Texas in this
particular. Mr, President, why should this bank officer wan-
tonly commit a forgery of this kind, and then appear before
the Senate committee and commit perjury to bolster up the
forgery? To my thinking that is wholly improbable, for there
is an utter absence of motive for doing such a monstrous thing,
and I was astounded at the bold attacks made by Senators on
this unoffending man. If the committee had the least doubt or
suspicion that Holstlaw and Newton had sworn falsely as to
this deposit they could have summoned the bookkeeper, the
cashier, and other officials of the bank, and compelled them to
produce their books to show whether this sum had been charged
in the cash receipts and credited to the account of Holstlaw on
the particular day named by the witness. But the commitfee
had no doubt as to the veracity of Newton's statement. Can
it be imagined that the executive officers of a responsible in-
stitution like this bank would commit or sanction such perjury
or forgery, or would tolerate any false entry on their books?

Why, sir, there could be no possible motive for such an act,
and aside from every other consideration the exposure of such
a crime would have destroyed the bank, If the books of the
bank show that that deposit was made, then it was made at
the time Holstlaw and Newton stated. Moreover, if that
deposit appears on the books of the bank then the deposit was
actual and not fletitious. You can not believe that the bank
would give Holstlaw a credit for $2,500 without receiving the
money or its equivalent. Further still, if Holstlaw deposited
that money as he stated, he received it from Broderick as he
stated. If not from Broderick, from whom did he get it? Do
you suppose he carried this $2,500 in cash from his home to
Chicago that he might deposit it there and make it a basis of
some false charge against Broderick? It seems to me that all
talk and surmising of this kind are too absolutely absurd to
deserve attention, It is true Broderick denies the conversation
with Holstlaw on the night preceding LorimEer's election, and
denies that he paid to Holstlaw any money at any time. He
did not deny, however, that he had written fo Holstlaw to come
to Chicago to see him, as Holstlaw had testified he did, although
Holstlaw had never visited him before. He would not say whether
he had written such a letter as Holstlaw said he received. He
declined to deny that, for he could not tell but that Holstlaw
might produce the letter. If you will read Broderick's testi-
mony you will observe that he refused on several occasions to
answer pointed questions, giving as a reason for his refusal
that he could not be compelled to give testimony against him-
self, or testimony that might be self-incriminating. If Broderick
were a truthful and honest man, why the necessity of shelter-

ing himself behind this privilege and claiming this exemption?
Mr. President, taking an impartial and unprejudiced view of
all the facts and circumstances it is to my mind perfectly
plain, almost indisputably so, that Holstlaw testified to the truth
about his conversation with Broderick and about receiving the
money. If Broderick told Holstlaw the night before LORIMER'S
election that he would get $2,500 if he voted for LorimEeg, from
whom did Broderick expect that money to come? If Broderick
gave $2,500 to Holstlaw on one occasion and $700 on another,
where did he get the money? Do you suppose, Mr. President
and Senators, that this saloonkeeper gave Holstlaw $3,200 of
his own money? In your hearing on Wednesday last Mr.
LoriMER described Broderick as his bosom friend; still Brod-
erick would not likely pay Holstlaw $3,200 out of his own
pocket without any consideration therefor. He swore he made
Holstlaw no promise, and therefore was under no sort of
obligation to him. If that be true, do you suppose that he so
loved the junior Senator from Illinois and was so elated over
his suecess, that, bubbling over with joy, he delved into his own
pocket, fished out $3,200 of his own money, and made a
jollification gift of that large sum to his senatorial colleague?
Yes, sir; Holstlaw's story bears all the earmarks of truth, and
if it be true, what good reason have we for denouncing White's
story as false?

Mr. President, let me recur to the Browne convoeation in
St. Louis in June, 1909, that I may propound this question to
the Senate: Was the money Browne paid to Beckemeyer, Link,
and others bribe money? I do not hesitate to say this, that
whether this money, or any part of it, was paid for LORIMER
votes or not, beyond all peradventure it was corrupt money,
used in some corrupt transaction. Browne and Wilson, of
course, deny that they paid any money to any man on the oc-
casions stated. But can you, in the known circumstances of
this case, give credit to their oaths? For what purpose were
these men assembled at the call of Browne and Wilson in St.
Louis? If the mission there was a proper and honest one, why
was there so much secrecy about it; and, after the fear of
exposure came, why did the participants in those meetings go
scurrying about seeking to improvise some defense against the
threatened danger? Why did Wilson, in May, 1910, after con-
sulting with his stampeded associates, send out letters to them,
dated back to the year before—back to June 26, 1909—Iinviting
them to meet him in St. Louis to discuss the question of giving
Browne a banquet? Were they trying to hedge? Why was
this posthumous story concocted? Manifestly because they saw
the necessity of manufacturing some excuse for that St. Louis
meeting, Therefore this letter was written and dated back
a year so as to lay a plausible foundation for a contemplated
lie. Does not that look as if those men were criminals, fleeing
from the wrath to come? If these were honest men, and if
the St. Louis meeting was for an honest purpose, there was
no need of involving it in mystery, and no need to commit per-
jury by denying that the meeting was held. There was no
need for all that unless these meetings in St. Louis were the
culminating aets in a monstrous conspiracy against the honor
of a great State. If innocent, every man among them would
have scorned the base charge White preferred, and, without a
moment’s waiting, volunteered the whole truth and sought the
vindication of their good names before the courts of the coun- |
try. But the skulking manner characterizing their every move-
ment, their utter insincerity, their repeated deliberate perjury,
all combine to prove them a band of scheming rascals instead
of a company of honorable gentlemen. Mr. President, how can
you escape the conviction that Browne paid out thousands of
dollars to these men? Wilson was merely an agent of Browne,
and Browne supplied him with the money he distributed.
Where did Browne get this money? Do you imagine for a mo-
ment—is it within the range of human probability—that
Browne paid all these thousands out of his own personal funds?
The very suggestion of that is preposterous. Rather might I
ask if there can be a doubt that Browne not only received the
money he distributed from some vitally interested source, but
that he himself took care to feather his own nest in the in-
terim? Is it reasonable to say that Browne would take the
hazard. of bribing men without himself receiving some personal
emolument?

Mr. President, do the circumstances of the case connect Sen-
ator LoriMER with this bribery, and are they sufficient to con-
vince us that he must have had knowledge, some well-grounded
intimation at least, as to what was in the air? Remember, sir,
his close, confidential relationship with Browne. He seduced
Browne from his allegiance to Stringer and made him his right
arm in the battle he waged for the senatorship. I know Senator
LoriMER denies this. In his last speech he would have the
Senate believe that Browne was forced by his followers to the
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Senator’s support. But no man can read this testimony withount
seeing that Browne was the one chief, potential force above all
others among Democrats, and whose ceaseless activities were
most continuously exerted to beguile Demoeratie votes to
LoriMmERr's standard; and the testimony shows beyond all intel-
ligent dispute that LorruMer depended upon Browne above any
and all other Democrats. Their consultations for weeks ran
through both days and nights, and their confidences were many
and very close. In fact, I would be almost justified in saying
that this relation was so close and of such a character that
Browne might well be regarded as LomiMERr's commissioned
agent authorized to employ whatever means he might deem nec-
essary or advisable to bring his followers into line. Under
these circumstances does it seem probable that Browne would
discuss money considerations with his followers, make promises
and afterwards keep them, with utter ignorance on LORIMER'S
part as to what was being done? LoriMEr was in eommand,
and he was to be the beneficiary of the contest. Can LORIMER'S
lieutenants be guilty of these erimes and yet LoriMEer himself,
the beneficiary, be wholly innocent? The question * Who fur-
nished the money?” like Banquo's ghost, will not down.

Mr. President, I might go on and consume much time dis-
cussing other men and other circumstances connected with this
transaction—evidence tending to show a wide range of corrup-
tion, and tending to eorroberate the story White sold fo the
Chicago Tribune. I might, for example, discuss the significance
of Clark’s and Shephard's presence in St. Louis, when White,
Beckemeyer, and Link were there to receive money from
Browne or Wilsen. Clark and Shephard went to St. Louis on
the same kind of invitation which carried the others there, and
it seems impossible that they attended either of those particular
meetings on a different mission. They were there in the same
room with Link and White—the same room in which Wilson
distributed his corruption fund. What were they there for?
Wilson took Shephard into the bathroom. What for? Listen
to Shephard's answer to that as he gave it under oath to the
subcommittee:

Q. Why did Bob Wilson take you into the bathroom on the 21st of
July?—A. Idon’t know ; he took me in there to ask me a guestion. I will
tﬂl the question if you want to know what it is. e asked me whe

ady was he saw me with In the St Nichcm Hotei in Springfield.

Q. Neither of {"eu being married, that question was so confidential
that you had to tnm by bim iuto the bathroom so that he could
ask youn privately?7—A. 1 don't know what prompted him to do it; I
can't say as to t

8. Did he close the door?—A. I ean't say as to that.

. Will you say he did not close the door?—A. 1 am not sure whether
be did or not.

Q. Were you the least bit

ecan’t remember.
bit surprised that he should take you out
of the main room and into the bathroom and close the door or not
close the door, whichever it was, just fo ask you who the lady was that
you, an unmarried man, had with yon in Springfield?—A. I was not
d at all. 1 did not think of it. Whan 1 teld hl.m who it was
he said, “ l thought it was samebod else.”

Q. Were you with this
you?—A. At the 8t. Nicho
. There was no secret about lt?—A.. N
. It was a relative of yours?—A. Yes, sir;
. And you were all in public?—A. Yes,
At a publie hotel, dining with her?—A. sir.

a great man other people saw you b&ﬂu Wilson ?—A. Yes,
gir: I presume they

Q. And just to mqnjre as to who the nnme of the N’ lady was—
you having been seen with her in publie cholas Botel———he
took you into the bathroom?—A. e‘Isi]sir

Q. And that is all he asked?—A. at is the only question he asked
me there and the only conversation we had there; yes, X

Senators, do you belleve that to be a reasonable story? What
was there about a member of the legislature dining with a lady
in the public dining room of a prominent hotel that made it
necessary for Browne to employ such secretive tactics to ascer-
tain her identity? And yet these two men, Shephard and Wil-
gon, had the audacity to swear to that absurdity as a fact. No,
no; Wilson did not invite Shephard into his bathroom for any
such idle, albeit sentimental, purpose.

Again, listen to what Shephard said about meeting Browne in
St. Louis:

Senator Frazier. What did Mr. Browne want of
yon to meet him in St. Louls?—A. I do He just simply
sald In the letlm' or telegram, whatewr it was o b Will be t St. Louis
at Snntbem Hotel " at a certain date, “and if ‘convenient will be glad
mom(i" :g oun_saw him did he make any explanation of what he
wanted or why he had written?—A. No, sir; I suppose it was just a
visit. Mr. Browne and I were very good friends during the session, and
he knew I went to St. Louls very frequently, as I do—I go down there
nearly every week, maybe twice a week.

Q\ He made no explanation to you as to why he wanted to see you?—

A.
Q. You did not talk polities?—A. We may have talked some polltics
there in the room. I can’'t recall what the conversation was there.

slr
she is my sister-in-law.

on wnen he wrote

Mr. President, I submit that that story, under all the fncts
and cireumstances of which we have been advised, is wholly
fneredulous. But I forbear to further consume the valuable
time of the Senate by pursuing this phase of the controversy.

m Springfield wlmn Wilson saw '
8 ﬁfotel.’ pr ﬂ table.

Mr. President, that there was talk of bribery and efforts to
bribe during the senatorial contest is made evident by the testi-
mony of witnesses, members of the legislature who did not vote
for LoriMER, as well as by the testimony of those who did vote
for him. I refer to such men as Terrill and Groves. These
men stand unimpeached, and no charge of dishonorable conduet
can be fairly laid at their door. Perhaps in saying this I ought
to except the assault made upon Groves and Terrill by the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. Bamey]. With due respect, and certainly
without meangng in the least to offend, I am bound to say that
in assailing these men my distinguished and eloquent friend
from Texas gave to his zeal and to his imagination too free a
rein. What are the facts? Groves was twice called to the
stand by the committee. On his first appearance he was re-
ported by the stenographer as saying that Terrill told him that
he had received a thousand dollars for voting for LORIMER.
That is the way the testimony appeared in the record. Later
he was reealled, at his own request, to correct that statement
and did correct it. He declared that he did not say on his first
appearance that Terrill told him he actually got a thousand
dollars for voting for Lorimer, but that Terrill said that he
had been told there was a thousand dollars in sight if he would
vote for Lomrmer. This is all the Senator from Texas gquoted,
and thereupon he proceeded to speak with exeeeding harshness of
Groves. But let me read what immediately follows Groves's
correction of that part of the record quoted by the Senator,
and thus prove that Groves was both fair and honest:

Mr. AvsTRIAN. The witness notified me that he desired to correct
that statement.

That is, the statement that Terrill told him that he received
$1,000 for voting for LomtmeR. Then this follows:

Senator PAYNTER. Yes; I didn’t understand him to say that, anyway.

Mr. AUSTRIAN. That is the way the record reads. I didn’t under-
etand it, either, but that is the way the record reads.

So you will observe, Mr. President, that Groves did not swear
that Terrill said he had received money for voting for LORIMER. -
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PayNrTer] agreed with Mr.
Groves, that the fanlt was not with Groves, but with the record.
The Senator from Kentucky said, “I did not understand him
to say that, anyway.” Surely that ought to settle it. I think
the Senator from Texas must have overlooked what I have
quoted, for T am sure he would not do Mr. Groves an intentional
injustice. I am sure he would not have sought to discredit
Groves in the way he did if he had had the part of the record
I have quoted in mind at the time. Terrill himself said that
a member by the name of Griffin, from Cook County, asked him
to vote for LoriMER, and, being curious to know what was in
the wind, he asked Griffiin what there was in it, and Griffin
answered, “A thousand dollars, anyway.” And right here it is
not amiss to call attention to the fact that Griffin was the
Demoecratic member whose vote “ Hinky Dink,” the celebrated
Chicago politician, pledged to Lormer. Griffin is the man
Terrill swears told him that there was $1,000, anyway, in -vot-
ing for Lorrvmer., It seems, Mr, President, that “a thousand
dollars ™ was the standard market price for votes at Spring-
field at that time for members of the lower house. There is
considerable testimony of this kind running through this
voluminous record, but I will keep my promise, and forbear to
follow it in detail. And so I will leave my discussion of the
testimony at this point.

Mr. President, in the face of what Beckemeyer, Holtslaw,
and others, whose evidence has been quoted, testified to; in the
face of all the damaging and damning facts developed by both
positive and circumstantial testimony, and in the face of all
that appears in this most accusing record, Senator LoriMer sat
silent as the dend. He had no explanation to make; no word to
say. Why did not Mr. LoriMER take the witness stand, speak out
like a man who had naught to fear, answer any question pro-
pounded to him, and tell everything he knew about the case?
Does this attitude of silence comport with innocence? If it was
shown that Beckemeyer, Holislaw, and White had received
money for their votes, if it was shown that other legislators
had also been the recipients of corrupt money, and if it was
shown that still others had been approached with corrupt over-
tures, did not this volume of inculpating testimony shift the
burden of proof on Mr. Lorimer and make it imperative that he
should defend his title?

I ask again, if Browne paid this money to Holstlaw, Becke-
meyer, and the others in the way they alleged, is it within the
scope of things probable that Browne alone was guilty of offend-
ing against law and public decency, and that LoriMerR wended
his tortuous way through the maze, always the dominating and
directing infiluence, without a stain? T will not contend, for it
is unnecessary, that Browne was Lomiuver's agent in the sense
that LormyeEr was bound by all his aects. It is unnecessary to
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apply the legal maxim qui facit per alium facit per se—he who
acts through another acts himself. I do not invoke the rule
which governs the relation between principal and agent. It is
sufficient for the purposes of this case that we try it by the
testimony, unswerved by sentiment and unmoved by passion.
It is sufficient if the facts brought home to the Senate convince
you that want of knowledge on the part of Mr. LoriMER is
wholly improbable. We must judge of Mr. LoriMER’S knowledge
on probabilities—on probabilities that leave no room for rea-
sonable doubt. T hold that it was incumbent upgn him, and if
innocent it was a duty he owed to himself, to answer before the
committee. If innocent, he should have taken the stand and
frankly stated all he knew and submitted himself to the most
rigid interrogation, purged his election of taint, and thus de-
fended his titlee. He made no attempt to defend himself under
the sanctity of an oath, but preferred to remain silent while
the investigation was in progress and come here to defend him-
self in a speech before the Senate. He should not have waited
to make his defense as an orator or an advocate, pleading his |
own cause before the forum which is trying him. His address |
was, indeed, replete with eloguence and pathos, but the Senate

is obligated to judge the case solely on facts developed by the :
testimony delivered under oath. It was meet and proper for
him to address the Senate, but that was not the opportune
occasion, nor that the most convincing way for him to offer his
testimony. Judging this case by the testimony submitted, I am
driven, Mr. President, by the irresistible force of my conviction
to say that I do not believe Mr. LoriMER is entitled to the seat
he holds.

RECIPROCITY WITH CANADA.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill ( H. R. 3221G)
to promote reciprocal trade relations with the Dominion of
Canada, and for other purposes.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Fresident, T rise for the purpose of dis-
cussing briefly the pending proposition to institute a trade rela-
tion between the United States and the Dominion of Canada.
I want to say clearly at the outset that I am opposed to this
trade relation, this proposed reciprocity agreement. Before I
enter upon that theme, however, Mr. President, I am disposed to
give way to the temptation to make a slight reference to what
the distinguished Senator from Oregon said last night; I think
it was last night; so much has engaged the Senate and at such
unseemly hours that I would not be sure. You remember Rip
Van Winkle was not sure it was last night after his 20 years’
sleep.

In? all my experience in listening to political addresses I do
not believe I ever heard a more doleful story of a man’'s own
country than that which was given by the Senator from Oregon,
I am sorry he is not in his seat now. I am told it is not
courteous to make reference to a Senator who is not in his seat.

But I have violated many precedents of the Senate and may be
permitted to violate another. Just think of it, this lamentation
of last night, this foreboding of evil, came from Oregon, which
is washed by the waves of the Pacific, which has been termed
our new American lake; in Oregon, where the flowers are in
bloom and children at play. I felt at the conclusion of the
Senator’s remarks that if I had been entitled to take any part
in the performance arranged for last evening, I should have
advised the Senator from Oregon to stop upon any street in
‘Washington where he heard the music of the Salvation Army,
in order that he might be where he could hear a rosy-cheeked
hallelujah lassie shout “ Glory to God.” Then he might have
taken new courage and might have set his face more hopefully
toward the future.

I want to say to the Senators that you are not performing
the duties devolving upon you. This is part of my mission.
The Senate should proceed to vote on the resolution involving
the honor and seat of a Member of this body. The Senate
should proceed to vote squarely upon the measure concerning
which I have the honor to speak. The Senate should also vote
on the proposition to create a tariff commission. The Senate
should consider every appropriation bill and close up its busi-
ness and go home, as the American people have a right to expect
the American Senate to do. There is no sort of necessity for
a special session of Congress.

Senators discuss the way and manner of electing Senators.
It has been said that if we change the manner of electing Sena- |
tors, we are going to secure better quality. I say.to you that
what is needed here is more patriotism and less attention to
political factions and less ambition for factional leadership.
This Senate can not retain the respect of the American people
unless higher ground is taken and more consideration given to

the country.
Mr. President, when I return to my theme, after this digres- |
sion for the good of the order, I am reminded that a few days |

ago the distingunished Senator from Maine [Mr, Hare] made
complaint in relation to the uncertainty of the predictions of-
fered by the Weather Bureau. I want to suggest to him that,
while there may be doubts about the Weather Bureau’s predic-
tions, there can be no doubt about the political prediction which
I made in this Chamber on December 15 last foretelling the
new assaults to be made on the interests of the farmer in any
new arrangement of the tariff.

Now it is proposed to arrange a swap with Canada, a sort of
trade back and forth. :

I am opposed to the adoption of the proposed trade agree-
ment with Canada. I am opposed to it because it is unfair.
It is popular because of misapprehension, Reciprocity is used
in trade generally to cover up sharp practice or hypoerisy on
one side, or on both. Reciprocity is never satisfactory. It
represents borrowing hoes and plows and kitchenware on the
farm. You can not keep books with a neighbor on the plan
of borrowing and lending. Borrowing and lending represents
an undefined swap with no date fixed for final settlement.
Those who have lived on a farm know that a borrowing neigh-
bor is the worst thing that ever happened. If the borrowing
represents a clevis or neck yoke, it is found never to have
been returned and is missing when most needed. Pardon these
familiar agricultural expressions. Some of those who hear will
understand. If this borrowing ever happens and you find the
articles you wanted are missing, it will be evident that there
has been reciprocity in operation; some neighbor has secured
the article and never returned it. This reciprocity business is
a masquerade. There are millions of people in the TUnited
States who will never be satisfied until we have free trade
and they never can present it in its own name and right. Free
trade in the past 15 years has tried many aliases. I think
it is time that it traveled in its own name. T read a story once
about some young fellows in a frontier town in Texas, where
the opportunities for entertainment were few and where there
were no amusements, who, after a night of it, felt in the early
morning hours that there was little more to be done. One of
them suggested that as a new means of entertainment, they
get together and tell their real names. Now, In this discussion
of reciprocity with Canada, we have gone far enough to tell
our real names. We are told that the flow of Canadian grain
into the United States will lower prices of the farmer’s products,
yet that nobody is going to pay anything less to the farmer.
Once there was a merchant who said he sold his goods below
cost and could not make anything except that he sold so much.

Sensible neighbors neither borrow nor lend. They prefer to
buy and pay for what they get. Thus they preserve friendship
and self-respect.

In reciprocity agreements each side feels that it has played

| a trick upon the other, and when one side discovers that it has

had a majority of tricks played upon its side, notice is im-
mediately given that reciprocity is at an end. The pending
reciprocity, so it is stated, is to let Canadian grain in without
doing any harm to the American grain producer. It is par-
ticularly stated that the proposed agreement is to let wheat in,
in order that certain of the American people may have cheaper
bread. In the same breath it is stated that this arrangement
will do no harm because the price of wheat is, and has been
for a century, fixed in Liverpool. By this Canadian arrange-
ment, we presume, the American is to surrender the American
market to the Canadian and take the Liverpool market in ex-
change.

But we are told that the price of wheat is fixed in Liver-
pool. I was born a Democrat and heard that alleged fact in my
early youth. It made the West Democratic, at different times,
but finally perished in face of the facts as fiction always
perishes in the presence of facts. The Liverpool story is as old
as the old Bryan statement about the parity between wheat
and silver. If I could speak the dialect of Minnesota I could
make this plainer.

The alarming thing is that occasionally an American
farmer has been found willing to make this exchange. In this
connection it might be well to inquire why the Canadian wants
to get into the American market if the price of wheat is fixed
in Liverpool.

If the Liverpool market is so good and desirable, why does
Canada prefer ours? Have you thought of that? If it is such
a glorious thing to ship wheat across the Atlantic, why not let
George do it?

Is it possible that the Canadian maket is unsatisfac-
tory? Is it possible that Canada prefers to feed the workmen
who are engaged in building automobiles in Detroit, to taking
any chance on the workman who buys his grain in Liverpool?
The truth is probably to be found in the statement that Canada
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has discovered, through observation of more than a century,
that a good home market beats any market across the water.

I am opposed to this Canadian trade agreement, because it
seeks to present to Canada a fortune as great as all the Domin-
jon’s present possessions. It seeks to present to Canada what
she has needed ever since that historic day when Wolfe died
on the Plains of Abraham, to wit, a market.

The Dominion has had resources, but has been in need of a
customer. The plan of the United States has been to locate
the resources and the customer side by side. The Dominion is
larger in area than the United States; yet the United States
has 91,000,000 of people, while the Dominion has about 7,000,000
of people. Canada is big enough to be a country on her own
account. She should frame up and carry out her own ambi-
tions. She should make her own laws, build her own roads,
and put up her own lighthouses. She should establish her own
school system, pay her own taxes, and achieve her own results.

When we buy from Canada, we should pay her tariff duties.

When Canada buys from us, she should pay our duties. .In
this way there will be no old book accounts to settle; there will
be no hard feelings, and we shall speak as we pass by.

When a Canadian comes to our markets, driving over.our
roads and bridges with his grain, he should be required to sa-
lute the American flag, and in lieu of the usual salute he
ghould be required to pay a small amount in the way of tax
for the privilege of a greater market than he has been able to
create, The American people should be paid something for
knowing how to create markets and promote enterprises. The
Canadians should be penalized for not knowing how. No for-

eigner has any right to come in and do business with us without-

paying us something in the shape of taxes. I do not care
whether a man comes in as a farmer or a manufacturer. A
farmer is just as good as a manufacturer, and, in some cases,

It has been said that letting the Canadian farm products
come into the American market will do no harm to the Ameri-
cans. The markets of our great products are said to be fixed
on the other side of the water. But suppose that when the
American arrives in Detroit, Buffalo, Cleveland, Chicago, Mil-
waukee, or any other great city within easy water transporta-
tion of Canada, having with him a load of produce to sell, he
is told that the Canadian has already been to town and has
supplied everybody and that the American products must be
hauled back home or shipped to Europe. Just as a matter of
patriotism, I think the American ought to have an opportunity
to get to town first. If anything is shipped abroad, it ought
not to be ours.

If there were a river, like the Yellow River of China, flowing
down through Canada and on down through the United States,
and that river did not begin to spread over all the lowlands and
drown all the people until it reached the United States, is there
a man who would not say that something ought to be done to
check the flow of that stream before it reaches our country?
The illustration ecarries its own moral. The principal objection
to this proposed donation to the Dominion of Canada is yet to
be mentioned. This so-called reciprocity agreement practically
confers American citizenship on the Canadian. And he is not
even asked to take off his hat while the oath is administered.
If he has been holding a mean view of the Republie, he need
not change his mind while coming to our market. If he thinks
the average American is a bluffer and pretender, he can con-
tinue to think so. If he regards our free institutions as a
joke and our public schools as a farce, he can adhere to that
opinion. He is not going to contribute anything for building
roads or bridges on the American side. He is going to hanl his
grain over American roads. He is going to drive his cattle or
hogs over our highways to our markets and sell fo our people,
returning to his Canadian home with his American money in
his pocket. He can pass over an American road and in view
of an American schoolhouse to which he has not contributed
one penny. He can return to his cheaper land and paint his
home or leave it unpainted, just as he elects. He can congratu-
late himself that he did not locate in the great Republic, but
that he was reserved for better conditions, where he could have
all the advantages of the great Republic with none of its re-
sponsibilities, He can congratulate himself that while he is a
citizen of what many men consider the greatest kingdom in the
world, he can sell his products in the greatest republic in the
world.

After this American donation is made a citizen of Canada
ought to feel proud. He will be, in fact, a cosmopolitan citizen,
Great Britain is a great nation. We call her the “ mother
country.” In enriching Canada we are enriching Great Brit-
ain. In case of war with the mother country, Canada would
furnish the largest number of soldiers to fight the Americans,
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and the Canadian soldiers would have been matured and fat-
tened in the American market. I am not a jingo, and I never
expect a war with Great Britain; I am only suggesting what
might happen. Why should we enrich Canada? Why should
we not try to cultivate American soil? Why should we not
make a renewed effort to ennoble American agriculture for the
purpose of keeping American boys and girls on the farm?

If we are going to make Canada practically a commercial
member of the American Republic, why should not Canada
help to maintain the American Agricultural Department? Or,
why should we not board up the American Agricultural Depart-
ment and send Secretary Wilson back to his Iowa farm? Or,
why should we not send him back to the Iowa College of Agri-
culture, inasmuch as some branches of his education appear to
have been neglected?

If we are going to buy our surplus from Canada, why should
we be spending millions of dollars in irrigation enterprises and
in attempting to reclaim the arid lands of the Far West?

If the proposed donation is made to Canada, the donation
masquerading under the name of reciprocity, there will be
thousands of good farmers this very year removed from the
Mississippi Valley to Canada for the purpose of farming cheaper
land. In Canada these farmers will not be compelled to fur-
nish the hired man with a horse and buggy and give him pos-
session of Parlor A in the home, In Canada the hired man
may be willing to sleep in the garret, as he did on the Ameri-
can farms until the doctrine of protection made the American
farmer a gentleman. In Canada the American farmer can hire
the Asiatic and produce wheat, cats, barley, and live stock for
the American market, with no duty whatever. In Canada he
gan grow rich, provided the American market remains open to

im.

But why is this trade arrangement proposed? It is put for-
ward as a means of reducing the cost of living. It is boldly
proposed that the farmer shall receive less for what he pro-
duces in order that those who do not produce food products may
buy their food supplies cheaper. Food is only a small item of
living expense at the present time.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumser] told us
the other day that we spend more for liquor than we do for
bread. Not a man here said anything about reducing the supply
or the price of liguor. [Laughter.] A Senator from the South
the other day asked the Senator from North Dakota if he had
the audacity to suggest an increase in the cost of bread. The
southern Senator had just been out to see the price of cotton,
and come back rejoicing that the price had gone up.- What we
really want is reciprocity between cotton and corn. Both
classes of farmers should make money.

The unhappy thought in connection with this entire affair is
the refusal on the part of the public to consider the rights of
the farmer. The farmers are regarded as a necessity, and there
are those who feel their products are, like air and water—or
ought to be—inecidental to human life and without expense. It
is also singular that the intelligent and ecivilized world ecalls a
man great who has cornered the wheat market and made mil-
lions out of the public, while the same educated and refined
civilization feels that the farmer ought to produce it without
apparent profit. A speenlator is a hero and gets his name in
print when he endows colleges or gives large sums to the Young
Men's Christian Association, but the producer is of no conse-
quence. The large centers of population have been indorsing
the Canadian agreement with the purpose, brazenly stated, to
cheapen the products of the American farm. American history
has never disclosed such a spectacle. If the American is noted
for anything, it is his willingness to pay a *“ live-and-let-live”
price. ;

The American people have received with applause every men-
tion of reciprecity. It is applauded, because it is not under-
stood. Nearly every man regards reciprocity as a means of
cheating the other man. The laboring man regards reciprocity
as a means of cutting down the earnings of the farmers, at the
same time increasing everybody else’s compensation. From
this estimate of justice may angels and ministers of grace de-
fend us! Pardon this departure from senatorial language; it
may be necessary sometimes, in order to speak the truth.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I should like to in-
terrupt the Senator from Iowa, with his permission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Keax in the chair). Does
the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. YOUNG. Yes, sir.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, at some time during
the debate this morning, about half past 8 or 4 o’clock, I sng-
gested to the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Brisrow] that instead
of reading the testimony he was reading to the Senate, with
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which we are all familiar, he had better read the New Testa-
ment, with which many of the Senators, particularly on the
Republican side, are not familiar. I would ask the Senator
from Iowa to call attention to some of the truths taught in
the New Testament.

Mr. YOUNG. Yes; as has been said in all these other de-
bates, *“I shall come to that presently.” [Laughter.]

But now, these who are not engaged in farming appear to
want to fix the farmer's prices. The farmer has passed into
the minority as a citizen. There are Members of Congress
elected who never see a farmer except when they go through
the couniry in an automobile or the 18-hour limited. Formerly
all hats went off to the farmer. Now his toil is unappreciated.
He is looked upon complacently. He is mainly thought to live
in Kansas and wear whiskers.

If the farmer’s prices were submitted to a referendum of all
the American people, lower prices would be ordered.

The greasy loafer would come out of his cellar in the large
city and would go to the polls and vote to reduce the cost of
living. The same loafer has refused to go to the wheat field

on special trains and there to receive §3 a day and board

during the harvest time.

If a man were to go to the city of New York and offer steady
employment to 50,000 present-day loafers who want to reduce
the cost of living, not a man would leave the city to go out into
the sunshine and the open. He probably would fear that he
would become a decent man under the elements. Nature
baptizes the soul of man who works out under the sky.

This Canadian contract is said to be popular. Boards of
trade, commercial organizations, and all kinds of organizations
composed of consumers have indorsed it. A great many men
have voted for it without stopping to think. Others have not
been -considerate enough to care.

As a rule, American people sympathize with all strikes and
all the aspirations of all classes for greater income.

A few nights ago 5,000 employees of the Government in the
District of Columbia held a meeting in Washington to give
expression in favor of greater pay. People of Washington
generally sympathize with the movement. I do not think that
the Government clerks are sufficiently paid. I hope their
salaries can be increased. But their salaries should not be
increased on account of the high cost of living, provided the
free-trade arrangement with Canada reduces the cost of living,
according to promise. The salaries should not be increased on
account of the high cost of living, provided those who receive
the salaries infend to immediately arrange to reduce the cost
of living. At the meeting referred to, which was for the pur-
pose of demanding higher wages, I have no doubt a resolution
would have been unanimously passed, demanding a reduction
of the earnings of the farmer. These are strange contrasts.
But there are other contrasts. The American Congress shuts
out the Asiatic on account of American citizenship, and then in
the next breath proposes to require the farmer to furnish
cheaper products while denying him cheaper labor. If the
Asiatics were permitted to overflow this country and were to
work with the same industry they do at home, they could
produce enough from the American soil to feed one-half the
people of the civilized world. But cheap food does not mean
happiness in any line. It does not even mean plenty. When
the corn laws of England were repealed, the workingman did
not receive one additional comfort, and there are more idle men
in London at this hour than before the corn laws were abro-
gated. ’

Why should the Pacific coast demand such protection at the
hands of the Federal Government and receive it and the same
protection to no greater extent be denied the American farmer?

The farmers of the South used to complain that cotton was
only 5 cents a pound. There was no clamor for cheap cotton.
Cheap cotton meant an impoverished people. There was rejoic-
ing when cotton went up to 15 cents per pound. Since that
time the South has prospered, banks are overflowing with
money, and times are good.

Why should the cotton grower then be willing to join this
crusade in the interest of Canada and against the Ameriecan
farmer?

The southern cotton grower should remember reciprocity as
between himself and his brother farmer of the North who
produces food products.

Yet I heard an Senator on this floor in this debate, a Senator
who represents a cotton State, indignantly inquire if it was
proposed to keep up the price of bread.

The price of bread bears about the same relation to unground
wheat that the doellar shirt bears te raw cotton.

If Cuba were as large as Canada and produced cotton, there
would not be a vote in Congress for the free admission of cot-

ton at the ports of Charleston, New Orleans, Galveston, or
Mobile. TIs not the grain-producing farmer as well worthy of
protection as would be the cotton-producing farmer under the
conditions I have named? Should not the northern and south-
ern farmer stand together? It is true that there are cotton
mills in the South, and it is true that the mill hands must be
fed, but has not the cotton grower more interest in the northern
American farmer than he has in the New England manu-
facturer? .

It is a pitiful story, but it is a faet, that a few thousand
Massachusetts fishermen, some 30 miles from the center of
intelligence in the United States, who object to the Canadian
trade contract, have been able to receive more attention as
regards their objections than have the farmers of the Missis-
gippi Valley to the number of millions. Yet the fishermen do
not grow fish. They do not plant them in the sea. An all-wise
Creator put them there. The sea feeds millions of the world’s
poor. The Gloucester fishermen simply go down to the sea
in ships. Their fishing vessels and their labor constitute their
entire investment.

I now come to the causes leading up to this proposed calamity.
The blame shounld be placed upon the shoulders of men who
call themselves insurgents. I notice they have all disappeared
from their seats and are probably under the ammunition wagon.
[Laughter.] The insurgents, having been defeated in Congress,
decided to carry their factional grievances out to the people,
not for the sake of the people, but in order to whip another
faction and establish new leaderships. They infuriated the
people.

Some great newspapers, broken hearted because wood, pulp,
and paper were not put on the free list, backed up the insur-
gents and urged them on. The insurgents made the speeches
and the inflammatory arguments, and some of the great news-
papers did the rest. The mournful part of it is that these in-
surgents were from prairie States, from the States producing
farm products. The insurgents took the commercial lives of
their constituents into their hands and went forth to battle, as
I think, for their personal ends. Now the country proposes to
respond to the insurgents by giving the newspapers what they
ask for, and by giving the farmers what they did not ask for,
and giving the insurgents what they did not expect. But the
insurgents are geniuses. They know the game of politics,
They are preparing to erawl out from under the proposed trade
agreement while the newspapers are preparing to enjoy cheaper
printing paper and the farmers are preparing to get it in the
neck. The insurgents and the newspapers are guilty, but the
blow will strike the farmer.

The insurgents say that they are opposed to this Canadian
reciprocity because it does not go far enough. An Irishman
confessed to his priest and said he had been stealing hay. The
good father asked him how much. He said, “ Your riverence, I
might as well confess to the whole stack, as I am going back
after the other half to-night” [Laughter.] The insurgents
want another chance at the farmer.

Is there no other way to awaken that grand old party of
Lincoln except to go through the valley of the shadow of de-
feat? How gloriously it came out of ifs last great defeat when
it rallied and gave the country the gold standard.

Unfortunately the farmer is not organized to contend against
the organizations, political and commercial. He has been told
during the past 10 years that the tariff ought to be revised down-
ward. He believed the politician and gave him his" votes.
Little did he dream that hides were to be put on the free list
and that shoes were to remain protected. Little did he contem-
plate that the same principles were to be carried further and
that the manufacturer was to buy in a free-trade market and
sell in a protected market. ILittle did he believe that when real
tariff cutting began he would be the first to be attacked. Little
did he believe that flour and meat were to be protected, while
wheat and live stock were to be put on the free list. But he
went to the political meetings, he heard the statesman tell how
he was taxed, and he voted for lower duties. Now comes the
sad awakening. He may have faith in the politicians again;
but if so, it will be after some reflection.

But men say the Republican party has outlived a protective
tariff and can get along without it, I heard a man say that
the Christian religion conld get along without the Bible, the
religion being so well established. Another man pointed to a
workman on a ladder. He said: “ The workman is up there all
right. Why not remove the ladder?” The moral is apparent.

It is difficult to make American people contented with their
own market. Without a merchant marine the average Ameri-
can wants to start out looking for the markets of the world. If
Germany, France, Italy, or Japan had control of our market,
they would look no further. Mr, President, I want fo say for
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myself that T am opposed utterly and always to this proposed
free donation to the Dominion of Canada. It would be a wrong
to every American,

Big Tom Reed gave a tariff application to one of Asop’s
fables. Tom Reed helped to make Iowa a protection State.
The fable related that a lean, lank, hungry dog was swimming
across a stream with a juicy beefsteak in his mouth. Seeing
the shadow of the meat in the water, several times as big as it
was, the dog dropped the meat he had to grab the meat he
thought he saw, and lost both. The great speaker also related
that there crawled up the bank on the other side the wettest
and hungriest dog in all that neighborhood.

I omitted one thing when I referred to my distinguished
friend, the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Bourse]. I had hoped
that he would be in his seat by this time, but I will meet the
requirements of courtesy and read this speech to him some time.
He talked about the political boss and about the utter death
of political liberty without fixing the exact date. I want to
remind him that there is greater political liberty in the United
States now than at any time since Columbus landed. There
are 57 varieties of Republicans alone [laughter], and the re-
turns are not all in. The Democratic varieties will be dis-
covered when the new Congress convenes. [Laughter.] I am
not through with this part of my theme; I can return to it just
as lieadily as others can return to the Lorimer case. [Laugh-
ter.

I want to say to those Republicans of the 57 varieties
who are going out of the Senate, and those who may chance
to come in, that if you pretend to be Republicans, you have a
work to do. Having in mind the lamentations from Oregon,
I think the American motto should be that we buy at home and
build at home. What will our ambitious young men do, what
are their ambitions for if they are not to have employment in
our own country?

The farmer’'s life is one of toil. His prices are none too high.
The past 10 years have been his most prosperous ones. The day
has been at hand which the protectionists long foretold, and it is
cruel, it is brutal, to continue to build hotels 20 stories high
with a daily increase of price so far as every product on the
table is concerned and to accompany all this with the demand
that the raw material shall cost less. The northern farmer who
grows food is just as worthy of a good price as the southern
farmer who grows cotton. Both are just as worthy as the New
England manufacturer. I want no Chinese wall built around
America. I want America to trade with every country under
the sun, but I want it to be on a cash basis. Reciprocity is free
trade in a masquerade. It is the first move toward the de-
struction of the American style of living and all that we call
American. The entire world would rejoice if the American
Republic could be brought down to the world’'s level of earning
and living and of prices. If I were master of the situation, the
world would have to wait a long time. I am in favor of eight
hours for a day's work. I am in favor of good pay for the men
who do the work. I am in favor of gardens around the homes
of the working man. I am in favor of the little home having
a library and a piano. I am in favor of education and art. I
am in favor of improvement, better roads, bigger and better
schoolhouses, the church, and the music teacher in the village,
I am in favor of more joy in the home and anything that will
contribute to that end. I am in favor of loyalty to the Ameri-
can flag and to this great Republic. It is a privilege to live
in this great land where liberty is universal and opportunity
go inviting. I want every country in the world to prosper.
This end can be accomplished by every country cultivating its
own patriotism and keeping its own ideals.

The middle man may be robbing the public. The farmer is
not doing it. He is working in the open. He is doing his duty,
and is entitled to what he earns.

The countiry owes something to the American farmer, He
found the way from the New England beginnings to the path-
less ‘West. His ax stroke in the forest awoke the silence of
the ages. He built the church on the edge of the clearing. He
contended with all the dangers of the frontier. He has given
to the country a sturdy race of men. He blazed the trail from
Daniel Boone’s hunting ground in Kentucky to the valleys of
California. He has fought the battles of the Republic from
Lexington to Yorktown, from Bull Run to Appomattox. Aectiy-
ity made his sinews, dangers and responsibilities gave him his
character and the alertness of his eye. His ear responded to
the noise of the breaking twig as quickly as would the ear of
the wild beast. His rifle has been above the door. His home
has been sacred. It is no flattery to say he has been the bone
and sinew of the Republic. He is neither a loafer nor a revo-
lutionist. He is for honor and peace. We owe him more than

forgetfulness when trade contracts are made and men are
clamoring that everybody's products except their own shall be
reduced in price.

In China the farmer is considered the first of citizens, This
gho;m] be his standing in the great Republic of the United

tates. '

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, I would not trespass on the
time of the Senate at this juncture, especially in view of the
short time remaining of this session and the fact that a large
number of very important measures remain to be considered and
disposed of if it were not for the vital importance of the Cana-
dian trade agreement to the people of the State which I have
the honor, in part, to represent. North Dakota, however, is an
agricultural State, and the acceptance of the agreement in its
present form, or its rejection, means more to her people than
it does to those of any other State in the Union. I should con-
sider myself remiss in my duty did I not attempt to make clear
how this agreement will affect my State injuriously. In my
discussion of the guestion I shall endeavor to be as concise as
may be consistent widh clearness, and as brief as possible.

There are two questions that would naturally call for some
consideration in connection with legislation affecting our com-
mercial relations with another country—the one, the question
of how the legislation will affect our own industries and our
own commerce, and the other, the question of how it will affect
our diplomatic relations with the other country and whether
it will cause the two peoples to entertain more friendly feel-
ings toward each other or whether it will arouse ill will. This
latter question would naturally force itself upon us when con-
sidering such legislation directed toward our friend and neigh-
bor on the north, Canada, so alike us in many respects and
separated from us only by a political boundary line. Simi-
larity of language, customs, industries, products, ideals, and
habits of thought, and identity of interests have always tended
to unite neighboring nations, and it is small wonder that some
of us, viewing Canada’s undeveloped resources and contemplat-
ing her undoubted future, have dreamed of the day when but one
flag would wave over all of North America north of the Mexican
boundary line. It has been intimated that such considerations
weighed heavily with our Representatives who accepted the
terms of the proposed trade agreement with Canada, now
pending in this body.

If this were so, it might be well to hesitate before condemn-
ing this agreement on purely economic grounds and consider
whether it were not better to bear for a while industrial and
commercial disadvantages in the expectation of reaping gain
and glory for our country in the future., It has been authorita-
tively denied, however, that this agreement was negotiated with
any such purpose in view, and I for one shall accept this de-
nial at its full value and decline to be influenced one way or
the other by any consideration of whether the ratification of
this agreement would be a forerunner of a commercial union
between the two countries, to be followed later by a political
union. As the amicable relations between the two countries at
present leave nothing to be wished, and as a failure to ratify
the proposed trade agreement by either country will be no
cause for a break in these friendly feelings, we may dismiss the
question of the political aspects of this agreement and consider
merely it economic and industrial effects.

Certain sentimental reasons have been urged in favor of
this agreement, which appear to me to be irrelevant. The fact
that the Canadians are our “cousins®” does not prevent them
from competing with our producers whenever the opportunity
offers; nor does it make the loss resulting to the American
producer from such competition any less real; nor should the
fact that many of our friends and relatives have emigrated to
the Canadian northwest and are now residents of Canada
influence us in this matter. It is our duty to remember that
we are here solely to legislate for the benefit of the citizens of
our own country, and that this consideration should be para-
mount in deciding the fate of this trade agreement.

The one question remaining is whether or not the adoption
of this agreement will be beneficial to the people of the United
States. If it is found that the agreement will benefit some
section, some class, or some industry, the question arises
whether this will be at the expense of some other section, class,
or industry. These considerations will gunide me in the dis-
cussion of the pending measure. I shall not debate whether
or not it may be expected that the agreement will in time
change the political relation of Canada to the United States
or raise the question of whether this was considered by the
representatives of either party to the agreement,

This agreement has been favored by different men for differ-
ent reasons. - Some have frankly expressed their hope of the
annexation of Canada to the United States and the hope that
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this agreement will help bring this about. Some men, apt to
judge legislation and other matters by the name applied to
them, without examining into their real nature and result,
favor this agreement as it has been called a reciprocity agree-
ment, and thjs term presupposes mutual benefits. Others
frankly admit they want free trade, and look on the adoption
of this agreement as the first step in this direction, expecting
the farmer, when he sees all his products on the free list, to
demand that all other products be admitted free of duty. With
many of these political considerations also enter in, and there
are those who frankly admit that they hope for the ratification
of this agreement, as it will tend to disrupt the Republican
Party and to increase the dissatisfaction of the farmers with
the Republican Party and the present administration, who will
receive the blame if this agreement is ratified at this session
of Congress.

Then there are those favoring the agreement because they
see in its ratification a benefit to the industry in which they are
engaged. They are:

1. The manufacturer. He hopes to eftend his market in
Canada because of reduced duties on imports into Canada. In
some instances his profits on each article manufactured will
be increased, as he will be able to import his raw materials 1
from Canada free of duty and at a lower cost than if forced to
depend on the United States for raw materials. Some, perhaps,
hope in time that the removal of the duties on farm products
will lower the cost of Iiving to such an extent that the wages
paid their employees may be decreased, or, at any rate, that
they may stop increasing.

2. The railroads, who hope for increased business and in-
creased profits carrying the Canadian produets, especially the
Canadian grain.

3. Business men and commercial organizations, who hope to
extend their business operations with the freer commercial
intercourse. In many cases their indorsement of the agreement
arises from an imperfect understanding of its real nature.

4. Printing companies and large newspapers, who hope that
the matters will in time be so adjusted as to give them free
print paper.

Our former reciprocity treaty with Canada was negotiated
in 1854 and was in operation 10 years. If admitted free of
duty grains and breadstuffs of all kinds, animals of all kinds,
meats, cotton, wool, seeds, vegetables, fruits, fish of all kinds
and products of fish, poultry, eggs, hides and skins; stone or
marble, crude; slate, butter, cheese, tallow, lard, horns, ma-
nures, ores of metals of all kinds, coal, piteh, tar, turpentine,
ashes: timber and Iumber of all kinds, unmanufactured; plants,
shrubs, and trees; firewood, pelts, fish oil, rice, broom corn and
bark, gypsum, grindstones, dyestuffs; flax, hemp, and tow,
unmanufactured ; nnmanufactured tobacco; rags.

This freaty was abrogated in 1864. During its operation
many causes of dissatisfaction arose. While our trade with
Canada increased, it appeared that our imports increased more
than our exports did, and it was charged that Canada derived
all the benefits from the treaty. It was charged that while we
were admitting free of duty practically all the products of
Canada, that country not only did not admit free of duty those
articles that we would naturally want to sell in her markets,
but was actually engaged in gradually increasing the duties on
those articles. Mr. Israel P. Hatch, in a report to Mr. Howell
Cobb, Secretary of the Treasury, dated March 28, 1860, makes
the following statement:

The treaty was concelved in the theories of free trade and in har-
mony with the progress and clvilization of the age. It was a step
forward in poiltfgul seience. Ameriean islation had been character-
ized by an extraordinary 1 ty to a foreigm neighbor, placing her
lines of tramsportation upon an equality with our own, her mer-
chants upon an equality with our own, In receiving forelgn merchandise
in bond. We conceded commercial freedom upomn all their products of
agrieulture, the forest, and the mine, and they have either closed thelr
markets a t the chief productions that we could sell to them or
exncied a large duty on admission into their markets.

The treaty had become unpopular long before the expiration
of its 10-year term, and was abrogated by a joint resolution
approved January 18, 1865.

The trade agreement which is now pending in the Senate
places *the following articles on the free list: Live animals;
poultry, dead or alive; grains; peas and beans; corn, except into
Canada for distillation; hay and straw; fresh vegetables; fresh
and dried fruits; dairy products; eggs; honey; cottonseed oil;
seedls, including fiaxseed; fish of all kinds, except when packed
in eil; fish oils; salt; mineral waters; timber and lumber, not
planed; paving posts, railroad ties, and poles; wooden staves;
pickets and palings; gypsum, crude; mica, unmanufactured, and
mica, ground; feldspar; asbestos, not further manufaetured
than ground; fluorspar, crude; glyeerin, crude; tale, not for

bark; carbon electrodes; brass in bars or rods, and brass in
strips, not polished; cream separators, and parts for repair;
rolled iron sheets; crucible cast steel wire, value not less than .
6 cents per pound; galvanized wire, 9, 12, or 13 gauge; type-
casting and typesetting machines and parts: barbed fencing
wire; coke; rolled round wire rods, in the coil, of iron or steel,
not more than three-eighths of an inch in diameter and not less
than No. 6 wire gauge; wood pulp and print paper. With a'
fine irony, it is provided that lemons, oranges, limes, grapefruit,
shaddocks, pomelos, and pineapples grown in Canada are not
to be admitted free of duty to the United States. I am certain
I never met anyone who had ever heard of anyone guilty of
trying to raise these fruits in Canada.

The agreement also reduces more or less the duties on a num-
ber of manufactures. It is apparent at first glance that the
products to be admitted free are farm produects, raw materials,
and the products of fisheries. While the tariff is reduced some-
what on a few manufactures, the old duties are retained in most
instanees. It will be interesting to mote the duties on some of
the manufactures, the raw materials of which are on the free
list. Live animals of all kinds are to be admitted free, but
fresh meats pay a duty of 1} cents per pound: so do dried and
smoked meats; canned meats are protected by an ad valorem
duty of 20 per cent; fresh pork pays a duty of 1} cents a pound ;
80 does bacon; extract of meat pays a duty of 20 per cent ad
valorem; lard, a duty of 1} cents per pound; tallow, 40 cents
per 100 pounds; poultry is free, but canned poultry pays a duty
of 20 per cent ad valorem. Wheat is free, and flour is proteeted
by a duty of 50 cents a barrel; rye is free, but rye flour pays
a tariff of 50 cents a barrel ; oats are free, but oatmeal has to

| be protected by a duty of 50 cents per 100 pounds; corn
| is free, and corn meal pays a duty of 12} cents a hundred;

barley is free, and barley malt pays a duty of 45 cents a hun-

| dred pounds, and pearled barley pays a duty of 3 cent per
pound ; buckwheat is free, but on buckwheat flour there is a

duty of 4 cent per pound; prepared cereals pay a duty of 173
per cent ad valorem; bran and middlings, a duty of 12} cents
per 100 pounds; biscuits and cakes, sweetened, pay a duty of
25 per cent ad valorem. Flaxseed is free, but on linseed oil
the old duty of 15 cents a gallon is retained. Fish is free, but
when packed in oil it pays a duty of from 2 to 5 cents a
package. Timber and unplancd lumber is free, but on planed
lumber the duty ranges from 50 cents to $1.50 per thousand.
It might be diffieult to convince anyone that it costs $10 more
to slanghter and dress & beef dressing 800 pounds, in the United
States than in Canada; that it costs our mills 50 cents more to
grind a barrel of wheat than it does the Canadian mills; that
it costs 15 cents more to manufacture a gallon of linseed oil,
or that it costs from 50 cents to $1.50 more te plane a thousand
feet of lumber in the United States than it does in Canada.

I wish at this point to insert a table, showing the yield and
valoe of crops produced by the United States and Canada in
1909 and 1910, which I ask to have printed as a part of my
remarks.

Crops in 1509.
Yield Value of erops.
Crops.
Canada. |United States.| Canada. |UnitedStates.
Corn.._.___bushels__| 10,258,000 | 2,772,376,000 | 12,760,000 | $1,652,068, 000
Wheat_.. do. 166,744,000 , 189,000 | 141,320,000 , 046
Oats._. do. 858,466,000 ,007,353,000 | 122,300,000 408,174, 000"
Barley ... -~ do__..} 55,308,000 170,284,000 25,434,000 971, 000
b L B do.... ;.715.000 32,330,600 1,254,000 23,800,
Buckwheat____do.... 808, 800 17,488, 000 4,554,000 12,188, 000
Flaxseed _.._do 2,213,000 25,846,000 2,761,000 39,466,000
Potatoes—— ___do__ 99, 087,200 376,537,000 26,309,000 204,545,000
Hay-------.---tons__| 11,877,100 64,938,000 | 132,287,700 | - . 639,315,000
e 479,150,700 8,806,512,000
Crops in 1910.
- Yield. Value of crops.
Crops.
Oanada, |United States. Canada. |United States,
£1, 523, 088, 000
,000 384,718, 000
¥ 45,147,000 000 03, 785, 000
Y tons—| 15,497,000 60,978,000 | 149,718,000 747,760,000
L, o e el TR e 410,546,200 | 3,870,682, 000

toilet use; sulphate of soda; soda ash; extracts of hemlock

This comparison does not include all the crops that the
United States and Canada produce. For instance, in the 1909
table, I have left out the production of cotton and tobacco for
the reason that Canada does nof produce these crops, and
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similarly I have left out some of the crops that Canada does
produce, but for the production of which in the United States
I have not been able to obtain any figures. My purpose is not
to compare the production of wealth in the two countries in any
one year, or several years, but to compare their production of
crops which they both produce and in the sale of which they
will compete with eaeh other. For the same reason I have
omitted the yields and values of rye, buckwheat, flax, and po-
tatoes in the table for 1910, as I had no figures available as to
Canada's production of these crops in 1910.

The value of the corn, wheat, oats, barley, rye, buckwheat,
finxseed, potatoes, and hay produced by Canada in 1909 is thus
found to be $479,159,700, and the value of these same crops
produced in the United States is $3,856,512,600. The value of
the corn, wheat, oats, barley, and hay produoced in Canada in
1910 is found to be $410,546,000, and the value of these same
crops produced in the United States in 1910 is similarly found

be $3,370,682,000. Omitting the figures as to corn, which
Canada does not, and never will, produce in sufficient quan-
tities to entitle her to be considered a competitor in its produc-
tion. we have the following figures for 1909: The production
of Canada, $466,5990,700; the production of the United States,
$2,203,544,000. For 1910 the figures are $398,454,000 and
$1,846,714,000, respectively. In other words, the production of
Canada in 1910 of wheat, oats, barley, and hay is in value
equal to almost 22 per cent of the production of the United
States. When we consider that the production of these crops
in Canada, especially of wheat and flax at present, is increasing
by leaps and bounds, we can not get away from the fact that
Canada is and will in the future be a competitor to be reckoned
with in the production of agricultural produets, and I submit
that, assembled here to legisiate for the whole people, we can
not, if we wounld do our duty, avoid the consideration of what
effect the removal of the duties on all farm prodacts will have
on our agriculture, the industry on which the prosperity of
this Nation must ultimately rest.

It has been urged that the absorptive capacity of our markets
is so great that the influx of Canadian products will not affect
American prices; it has also been argued that the price of most
if not all of the products of our farms is set in the world’s
market and that the removal of the duties on them will have
no effect on their prices. So far as the first contention is con-
cerned, I believe that a hasty examination of the figures of pro-
duction of Canadian crops will convince anyone that Canada
produces enough wheat, oats, barley, and other crops to affect
the prices of those products when coming into competition with
them. With regard to the second contention there might be a
difference of opinion. It may he instructive to examine in this
connection the production of wheat for the last 10 or 11 years,
and also the exports of wheat and wheat flour during the same
years. I ask to have printed as a part of my remarks a table
showing the production and export of wheat for the years
1000-1910.

Production and erports of wheat by the United Btates for the yecars
19001910,

Exports, flacal
Calendar years. Production. [year ending June
80 following.
Bushels. Bushels.,
522,229, 505 215,990,073
748,460,218 234,772,515
670,063, 008 202,905,508
637,821,835 120,727,618
552,390,517 44,112,910
682,070,489 97,600;425
735,260,970 146,700,425
634,087,000 163,043, 669
664,602,000 114,268,468
787,189,000 84,472,352
695,443,000 (o ____________. =

The exports of wheat flour have been reduced to hushels, at the rate
of 43 bushels to the barrel.

It is apparent from these figures that while our production
of wheat is increasing our yearly exports are decreasing, due to
the fact that our consumption of wheat i8 increasing more rap-
idly than our production. Following the short wheat crop of
1004, our export of wheat and wheat flour fell to 44,000,000
bushels. The short crop of 1910 will, in all probability, leave a
surplus for export, although it will very likely be less than
that of any year since 1904.

So long as we continue to export considerable quantities of
wheat, the tariff on wheat will not raise the domestic prices
above export prices, except in exceptional cases, as, for in-
stance, the formation of a corner in wheat. As many people
have found to their sorrow, however, successful corners are
few and far between. But when our competitor is as close a

neighbor as Canada the duty on wheat does tend to steady our
markets by preventing the Canadian crop from being dumped
into them in the fall. The Canadian northwest is a new coun-
try. As in other new countries, men with little capital go
there to win a home and wrest their fortune from the soil.
In the early years of their settlement money is short; their
purchases are made on credit, with the agreement to pay for
them as soon as the crop is thrashed. The result is that prae-
tically all the bills of the settler in a new region must be met
in the fall. As soon as the crop is thrashed, the farmer must
hurry his crop to the market in order to meet his obligations,
and the great bulk of the crop is marketed within a short time
after it has been thrashed. This breaks the market. The ex-
ceptionally heavy receipts with no unusual demand depresses
the price below its normal level, and the farmer who is forced
to sell at this time does not receive the price for his wheat
that he should. Agricultural papers and others interested in
the marketing of farm produce have for years urged the wheat
growers of the United States to “ hold their wheat;” not to
rush it to market as soon as thrashed, but to sell it gradually.
Until late years, even though the farmers have recognized the
wisdom of this plan, it bas not been followed, for the simple
reason that the great majority ef the farmers in the wheat-
growing sections were not in a position to do so. They were
compelled to sell most of their wheat in the fall, and the wheat
markets were regularly glutted. Now this is changed; money
is more plentiful and the average farmer can hold his wheat
if he feels that market conditions are such that he will not
realize its full value. With the free admission of Canadian
wheat, however, there is danger that we shall again have the
rush of wheat into our terminal markets, especially Minne-
apolis and Duluth, in the fall, with the consequent unsteadiness
of the market and the depression of the price of wheat below
the point where it should be. This can not fail to affect our
wheat growers, even though we may still be exporting large
quantities of wheat and wheat flour.

A consideration of the figures as to our production and our
consumption of wheat, however, will convince anyone that in
time the latter will overtake the former and that we shall con-
sume all the wheat we produce. When that point is reached
the tariff on wheat will increase the domestic price of wheat.
With the tariff retained on wheat, I do not believe that we shall
import any considerable quantities of it for years to come. We
do not now produce all the wheat of which we are capable.
There is still land left which will produce wheat, and although
this land, or much of it, will not grow wheat profitably with
low prices, it will produce a Iarge amount of wheat if the
owners are assured that the price will remain high enough to
make it profitable. This applies not only to land which is at
present owned by private individuals, but also to considerable
publie land still remaining. Most of the increase in our wheat
production, however, must come from increased yields rather
than from increase of acreage. More intensive cultivation will
increase the yield per acre, and with the increase in price which
will follow the overtaking of our production by our consump-
tion, such intensive cultivation will be brought about. If the
tariff on wheat is removed, however, such improved cultivation
of our wheat Iands will be delayed. Agriculture is an industry
of diminishing returns; after a certain point in the cultiva-
tion of land has been reached, although additional cultivation
will increase the yield, each additional unit of crop so produced
will cost more in capital and labor expended than did the
preceding units. Consequently, those additional units will not
be produced until the price received for the product has reached
such a point that it will be profitable to expend this additional
amount of capital and labor in producing them. With our
markets thrown open to Canadian wheat, the production of
which is less expensive than that of most American wheat, the
price will be prevented by the Canadian wheat from reaching the
level making it profitable to raise the additional bushels per acre,

It is perhaps not absolutely necessary, in order to bring about
this increased production, to retain the tariff and thus increase
the price of wheat. If the tariff is removed from all articles
imported from all countries, the cost of the articles that the
farmer buys will be lessened, and the production of the addi-
tional bushels per acre may be brought about by lessening the cost
of production instead of by increasing the price of the product.

If the farmer is to continue to suffer under the disadvantages
of buying in a protected market, however, and yet be compelled
to compete with the Canadian farmer, we shall be importing
wheat from Canada for our own consumption within a com-
paratively few years. The fact of the cheaper production of
Canadian wheat will operate to draw American ecapital and
labor into the Canadian Northwest even at a more rapid rate
than has been the case these last few years. It would seem
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that no proof is required of the proposition that older lands can
not compete with newer, more productive lands in producing
wheat. It may be instructive, however, to compare the yields
of the Canadian wheat fields with those of our own. The aver-
age yield of the Canadian wheat fields in 1809 was 21} bushels
per acre. The average yield of the United States in 1909 was
15.8 bushels per acre. The average yield of Minnesota was
16.8; of North Dakota, 13.7; of South Dakota, 14.1; of Kansas,
14.5. For the sake of comparison I use the figures of 1909, as
the average yield of the Canadian fields in 1910 is not available,
and the year 1910 was an abnormal one in many of our grain
States, the average yield falling to 5 bushels per acre in North
Dakota. The value of farm lands in the great grain-producing
Provinces of Canada are given as follows for the year 1909:
Manitoba, $28.94 per acre; Saskatchewan, $21.54 per acre; Al-
berta, $20.46 per acre. It is safe to say that equally productive
land can not be bought for those prices in the United States.
The cheaper land and its greater productiveness explains why
the American farmer can not compete on equal footing with
the Canadian farmer, even not taking other factors into con-
sideration. If we, the Republican Members of Congress, are to
observe the rule laid down in the Republican platform adopted
at Chicago in our tariff legislation that the tariff should be
equal to the difference in cost of produetion at home and abroad,
we can not justify ourselves in voting to remove the tariff from
the products of the farm unless it is conclusively shown that
these duties do not benefit the farmer now and will not benefit
him in the future. ]

The considerations as to the tariff on wheat apply with
greater force to the tariff on other farm products. Our yearly
flax crop, for instance, has from 1908 until last year ranged
from 23,000,000 to 29,000,000 bushels. Last year's crop was
14,116,000 bushels. As we retain for domestic consumption from
nineteen to twenty-six million bushels annually, it will easily be
seen where the duty on flax is going to affect its price this year.
The average yleld of flax in 1909 was 15.98 bushels to the acre
in Canada and 9.4 bushels in the United States. I do not mean
to assert that the difference in favor of the Canadian flax
grower is always as great as this. The yield of flax will vary
more from year to year than that of wheat, and I do not have
the figures for a series of years.

In 1910 the average yield of flax in the United States was 4.8
bushels per acre. I have not been able to obtain the figures as
to the Canadian yield for that year. It is evident that the cost
of raising a bushel of flaxseed is greater in the United States
than it is in Canada. The duty on flax under the Payne Tariff
Act is 25 cents per bushel. This certainly did not cover the dif-
ference in cost of production in 1909, and according to the prin-
ciple enunciated in the Chicago platform of 1908, instead of re-
moving this duty, it ought to be increased. It will affect the
price of flax this year, and its removal can not be excused on
the ground that it has no effect on the price and is therefore of
no benefit to the farmer. In normal years North Dakota pro-
duces about three-fifths of all the flax produced in this country.
In 1909 North Dakota’s flax crop had a value of $22,340,000. In
1910 the crop was estimated to have a value of $13,578,000. If
we remove the duty, we shall reduce the value of this crop by
an amount depending on the amount of flax that Canada raised
last year.

I gim]l not take up the other crops separately. It is enough
to say that the cost of producing each is less on the new lands in
Canada than it is on lands which have been cropped for a num-
ber of years in the United States. I wish to insert here a news-

[ a duty of 50 cents a barrel.

Now, with the prospect of a market, we could engage in growing the
crop, which is most suitable to our natural conditions, and with the
assurance of competition in the cattle trade and an outside market for
our stock the cattle trade wounld receive a wonderful stimulus.

“ But perhaps the greatest boon reciprocity would confer upon the
farmers of the West would be its indirect results in reducing lrcﬁht
rates, which would mean increased production all nlun% the line, is
would, of course, mean a greater demand for manufactured articles in
the West, and a greater ability to pay for them."

Mr. GRONNA. It has been argued that the free admission of
Canadian grains will benefit the farmer because the Canadian
wheat will not be shipped to Liverpool to break the market
there, but will be shipped to the United States with its greater
markets, where it will be stored and absorbed and later shipped
gradually to Liverpool, steadying our own markets by steadying
the Liverpool market, and that the American grain grower will
thus secure control of the marketing of the Canadian grain as well
as his own, and will consequently control the market to a fuller
extent than he now does. How seriously this argument is taken
by those who advance it is something that I have not been able
to discover. It would seem that it is needless to call anyone's
attention to the fact that shipping 50,000,000 or 100,000,000
bushels of wheat into Minneapolis or Chicago is not going to
give the American grain grower any control of the market. The
American grain grower is not going to buy Canadian wheat. I
believe that it is quite enough to ask him to share the American
market with the Canadian wheat grower without expecting him
also to buy the wheat of his competitor. I do not say that the
Canadian wheat will not be bought after it has been shipped to
our terminal markets and perhaps held for a while before being
shipped to Liverpool or being ground into flour; I do say that
it will not be the American grain grower that does this. The
farmer does not as a rule speculate in his own produects; he is
quite content if he can secure a reasonable price for his prod-
ucts, and he is not going to buy foreign wheat and haul it to his
own granary and keep it there for two, three, or four months in
order to steady the Liverpool market, strange as this may seem
to certain gentlemen. I also wish to make another statement
in this connection, which I do not believe anyone will dispute,
and that is that the persons who do buy this Canadian wheat
will not do it for the purpose of increasing the price that the
American farmer will get for his wheat, and that the result of
the trading in Canadian wheat will not be to increase the price
paid the American farmer. It is a decidedly novel and unique
theory that the price of wheat can be raised by throwing in-
creased supplies on our own markets.

The ratification of this agreement has been urged on the
ground that the reduction of duties on farm products will de-
crease the high cost of living, and I have no doubt that many
people who have not examined its provisions are under the im-
pression that this would result. There is one noticeable thing
about this agreement, however, to which I called attention at
the opening of my speech, and that is that while the farmer’s
products are to be admitted free, the food products manufac-
tured from these still pay a duty. Wheat is free, but flour pays
Cattle are free, but meats pay a
duty of 1% cents per pound. We are to admit oats free, but oat-
meal pays a duty of 50 cents a hundred. Barley is free, but
pearled barley pays a duty of 50 cents a hundred. Aside from
fish—which is to be admitted free at the cost of the New Eng-
land fisherman—fresh vegetables, fruits, dairy products, eggs,
honey, and salt, the consumer will find nothing that he can eat
on the free list. }

It is a well-known fact that most people do not eat live ani-
mals, and they will therefore buy their meat from the protected
beef trust; they do not eat wheat, and when they come to pur-

paper clipping, showing how the farmers of western Canada | chase flour they find a duty of 50 cents a barrel on it; they do
view the agreement, which I send to the Secretary’s desk and | not eat oats, and their breakfast oatmeal is assessed a duty of

ask to have read,
The Secretary read as follows:

FARMERS FOR RECIPROCITY—AGREEMENT WELCOMED IN WESTERN CANADA,
SAYS SPOKESMAN—OPENING UP OF MARKETS, IT I8 ASSERTED, WILL
CLEAR WAY FOR THE RAISING OF NEW CROPS.

OTTAWA, ONTARIO, February 25

%“As far as the reciprocity agreement goes, it has the complete ap-
proval of the western farmers, but dissatisfaction is expressed at the
smallness of the reduction in the dutf on agricultural implements.”

This was the statement to-day of James Bower, president of the
Canadian National Council of Agriculture and of the United Farmers of
Alberta, who is in Ottawa to urge the Government to grant in full the
demands made by the farmers’ delegation of December 15.

“ 1f, however,” said Mr. Bower, * the contention of some is correct,
that the agreement is but the first step toward breaking down the whole
system of protection, the farmers may well hail it with ungualified
satisfaction.

“ By opening up new markets the agreement would, without guestion,
give a great jmgetus to the agricultural industry, particularly in west-
ern (Canada, and would prove equally advantageous to the farmers of
eastern Canada, especially in dairy products and hay.

“The antireciprocity speakers are absolutely wrong as to how it
would affect western farming conditions. Take barley, for instance.
gowing barley, but for

r home consumption,

Western Canada is particularly well adapted to
lack of a market none has been grown except

50 cents a hundred. Poultry may be eaten dead or alive with-
out paying a duty. It is grim humor to pretend to lower the
cost of living by lowering the duties on the raw materials,
which the consumer does not buy, and retaining the duties on
the finished products which he does buy. I do not know that
anyone has ever seriously charged that the farmers get too
high prices for their products or that they exact too high
prices and are to blame for the high cost of living, and remov-
ing the duties on their products is certainly not going to
reduce the cost to the consumer so long as the manufactured
product is protected.

The farmers who are asked to share their markets with the
Canadian farmers will derive no benefit from this agreement.

It opens no new markets to them, and it reduces the duties on
practically nothing that they buy. It is true that certain
kinds of Iumber is to be admitted free, but it is unplaned lum-
ber, the kind that the farmer and other consumers of lumber
do not buy and do not use. We do not export wheat, or oats,
or barley, or flaxseed, or the other products of the farm to
Canada, and we never shall. Canada will be exporting these
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products long after we have ceased to produce more than enough
for our own consumption. It is noticeable that the few manu-
factures from which the duties have been removed, outside of
rough lumber, print paper, and wood pulp, are those of which
we never have imported any appreciable quantities from Canada
and in all probability never shall. It is evident that whatever
interests may derive benefit from this agreement, the only ones
to suffer will be the farmers, fishermen, and producers of raw
materials. Ample provision seems to have been made against
any manufacturing industry being injured, with the exception
of the paper industry, and in the case of this industry it does
not appear that their produets will be admitted free for some
time to come, if ever.

I wish to insert at this point a table prepared by the Bureau
of Statistics, showing the exports and imports of Canada to the
United States and to the United Kingdom, and also her total
exports and imports, which I ask to have made a part of my
remarks without being read:

Total imports for consumption into Canade and share thercof from the

United Btates, United Kingdom, and all other countries during the
wears 1960 and 1905 to I910.

Total im-
ports,
172,508,878
251,617,119
283,262,204
240,787,874
851,879,956
288,217,516
869,815,427
Tatal exports from Canada and share thereof exported 1o ihe United
Btates, United Kingdom, and all other countries during the years 1900
and 1905 to 1910.
Exports to | Exports to | Exports to Total
Years. the United the United all other ! m“‘
States. m. countries. POXER.

$107, 735,968 §15,588,082 | Q177,776,044
101,958,771 23,060,275 | 201,472,061
138,092, 571 25,563,022 | 246,657,802
105,129, 601 21,118,006 | 192,087,233
134,477,124 31,071,600 | 263,868,052
133,745,123 85,154,856 259,922 366
149,630,488 88,510,178 | 298,763,908

Figures for the years 1000, 1905, and 1906 are for the fiseal years
ending June 30 of the years stated. -

Figures for the year 1907 are for the nine months ending March 31
of that year, owing to the fact that the Canadian Government changed
the fiscal year from ending June 80 to mdlng March 31.

Figures for the o{ears 908, 1909, and 1910 are for the fiscal years
ending March 31 the years stated.

Data taken from the Report of the Department of Trade and Com-
merce of Canada for the fiscal year ended March 81, 1010, Part 1.

BureAy oF STATISTICSE,

DEPARTMENT ‘OF COMMERCE AND LABOR.

This table shows that our exports to Canada increased from
£102,060,177 in 1900 to $217,500,000 in 1910, and that our imports
from Canada increased from $54,500,000 in 1900 to $110,600,000
in 1910. It does not appear that our commerce with Canada
was in such a languishing state that it was necessary to nego-
tiate such a one-sided agreement as this in order te revive it.
Of her total imports in 1910 Canada took almost 60 per cent
from the United States, and of her exports during the same
year we took considerably less than 40 per cent. Is it to be
presumed that our commerce with Canada will be more favor-
able to us in case this agreement shounld be ratified in its present
form? I believe not, viewed as a whole. It is possible that
there may be certain interests whose products will enter Can-
ada more easily and which will, therefore, reap benefits from
this agreement, but it will be at the expense of other producers.

This agreement was negotiated in the dark. e have been
furnished with no information as to what considerations led
our representatives to insist on certain reductions of duties or
to grant others. We have not been informed what facts, if any,
they considered in determining which industries should be
favored and which should not be. The more the agreement is
examined the less favorably is one impressed with tariff revision
by executive order. The agreement has come before us under
conditions which make it impossible to secure the many
changes which would be necessary to make it an arrangement
beneficial to this countiry. One can not escape the conclusion
that it is the result of hasty and ill-considered action, and we
are tempted to ask whether our representatives who agreed to
this agreement did not unwitfingly enact the rdle of the trust-
ing stranger in the large city.

In its drafting the plain words of the Chicago platform, in
accordance with which it is pretended to have been formulated,
are ignored, and the plain facts of present industrial conditions
are disregarded. A few industries are to be aided to extend
their markets into Canada, and in order to do this the interests
of the American farmer are to be sacrified. The only consoln-
tion offered the farmer is that he has been so badly treated in
the past whenever tariff legislation has been enacted that he
can stand a little more at this time and mot feel it very much.
The dissatisfaction which arose from the inequalities and in-
justices of the tariff law of 1909 is used as an excuse for per-
petrating further injustice. In this partial tariff revision the
duties attacked are the very ones with which there has been
no dissatisfaction, as their effect in the past has been almost
negligible so far as the price of the products is concerned, and
entirely so, so far as the cost of the articles manufactured from
them is concerned.

The Chicago platform demanded that the difference in cost
of production at home and abroad should be the measure of
protection in every instance. This agreement, in effect a revi-
sion of certain selected duties, makes mo attempt to base its
reduction on this principle. Instead of doing so, it removes
many duties which de not cover the difference in cost of pro-
duction, and does not change, or changes only wery slightly,
duties far in excess of this difference.

The one crying need at the time of the revision of the tariff

in 1909 was the lack of reliable, authoritative, and accurate in-

formation as to what duties would be just and reasonable on the
different articles. If there is one thing for which the country
has pronounced it is for a commission to obtain facts and
data on which future tariff acts may be construeted, and if
there is one thing which the people of this country do not want,
it is a tariff constructed by guesswork. We have at present
a board that is gathering facts and data as to the cost of pro-
duction at heme and abroad, and we expect to vote hundreds of
thousands of dollars for it to continue its work. Yet, we have
a tariff schedule drawn up for us and presented to us with the
request and implied ‘threat that we must make it law, witheut
any facts justifying the different rates being presented, and
with the tarilf board, on which -everybody relied, apparently

having been entirely ignored. Tt would appear that the ra- -

tional way to revise the tariff would be to secure the informa-
tion necessary to effect a sclentific revision, before undertaking
to change any duties, except in cases of urgent need or where
everybody admitted that the duties were too high. Having
obtained this information, if it were a question of which rates
to change first, it would seem that the ones to select wounld be
the ones the retention of which worked a hardship on the con-
sumer. The course pursued in this instance has been exactly
the opposite. With no attempt apparent to discover the effect
of the proposed changes, evidently with mo facts available bear-
ing on them, seemingly with nothing else as a guide than a
desire to reduce and remove some duties on Canadian products,
the duties selected are the very ones which everybody agreed
could well afford to walt until the last for revision, as their
effects in the past have been negligible, they are not onerous
at present, and there is no danger of any trusts or combinations
forming behind them to force prices up to unreasonable levels,

It has been hinted that this has been done in retaliation for
the eriticism bestowed upon the tariff act of 1909. I do not
believe that this is so, and I sincerely hope that it is not. I did
not consider the 1909 tariff act equitable, but this partial tariff
revision is more unjust than that act was.

The farmers, the very class who have in the past derived
the least benefit from protection, are singled out as the ones
to be deprived of whatever benefits they might derive from
it in the future. The farmer does not ask for any special
favors, but he does demand justice in the making of tariff
laws as well as in the making of other laws. If we are to
change our policy and adopt free trade, he can perhaps better
afford to do this than any other class, but he will demand that
it be free trade for all, and not merely free trade for him and
protection for all the other industries. If we are fo refain the
protective policy, he will demand that any benefits that might
lie in protective duties on his products be accorded him just as
readily as it has in the past been to other industries. I warn
Senators that the ratification of as unjust an agreement as this
will have its inevitable effects. If the farmer must sell his
products in competition with all the world, he will enforce his
demand that he be permitted to buy his goods in the world's
markets, and in the industrial convulsions which will accom-
pany a sudden change of industrial policy, it will be found
that the farmer will suffer less than the person engaged in any
other industry.

I am in favor of more liberal trade agreements, not only with
Canada, but with all countries. In the making of these agree-

I
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ments, however, it is essential that all industries are given a
square deal, and that one industry is not benefited at the ex-
pense of another. I will not support an agreement which gives
the brewing interests cheaper barley at the expense of the
farmer, gives the Milling Trust cheaper wheat at the expense
of the farmer, benefits the Meat Trust at the expense of the
farmer, and aims to extend the market of the Steel Trust at
the expense of the farmer. Neither do I intend to vote to sacri-
fice the interests of the farmer in order to add to the earnings
of the railway magnates of the Northwest, whose millions are
made up of the forced contributions of the farmers, and who
are now engaged in applying epithets to those who feel that
the interests of the farmer is deserving of consideration.

It is no more fair to make an agreement of this kind than
it would be to admit all the cotton manufactures free of duty
from England and Germany while retaining the duties on farm
products and all other manufactures. It has not been shown
how the ratification of this agreement will benefit anyone in
this country, with the exception of a few large manufacturing
interests and certain railways, and it is apparent that the
farmer will have to pay the cost.

The name reciprocity attached to this agreement is mis-
leading. When Canada demanded the opening of our markets
to her farm products she knew, and we ought to have known,
that she was giving very little in .return for what she was
getting. The reciprocity that Blaine espoused did not con-
template the admission of foreign goods in competition with
ours; the ecardinal principle of it was the extension of our
foreign markets by the removal of duties on goods which we
did not produce ourselves and which would therefore not com-
pete with American products. The reciprocity for which the
late President McKinley pleaded aimed at the extension of our
foreign markets by the removal of such of our duties as were

. no longer needed to encourage our-own industries. Neither of
them aimed at the extension of the market of one industry by
sacrificing another industry. I can not find that the principle
on which this agreement must have been based has anything in
common with those enunciated by Blaine and McKinley. I be-
lieve that the era of high tariffs is past; I believe that the
American producer will in the future have to content himself
with a tariff equal only to the difference in cost of production
at home and abroad. It is possible that in their present temper
the American people will go farther even than this. While
part of this may be brought about by wisely and justly drawn
reciprocity agreements, I am inclined to believe that more will
be brought about by tariff laws applying to all countries alike
and discriminating against no country not treating us unfairly.
But whatever tariff policy we may pursue, it is essential that
in applying it we treat all industries and sections fairly, and
do not discriminate against one in favor of another,

SENATOR FROM ILLINOIS.

The Senate resumed the consideration of Senate resolution
815, relative to the right of Mr. LorIiMER to a seat in the Senate
from the State of Illinois.

Mr. HALE. * Mr. President, the Senate has been in constant
session from yesterday morning until now, with the exception
of about three hours. Such a session as last night, with the
burdens upon us for the next few days, is too exacting for the
human system. It is the father of malaria and grippe and
pneumonia, and so far as I am concerned I shall not ask the
Senate to repeat last night's performance.

I do not think it would advantage the public business; I do
not think last night's session advantaged the public business;:
but to-morrow, Mr. President, I shall ask the Senate to take up
appropriation bills, and I shall ask the Senate at 5 o'clock or
half past 5 o'clock to take a recess, not for such a session as
that of last night, but for actual business and the disposal of
appropriation bills. It need not be a prolonged, drawn-out,
exciting session; but three or four hours spent on appropriation
bills will be a profitable investment of the time of the Senate.

There is no reason, Mr. President, why by a reasonable hour,
after a reasonable recess, the Senate can not to-morrow pass
the agricultural appropriation bill, the Post Office appropriation
bill, the counsular and dipl¢matic appropriation bill, the forti-
fications appropriation bill, and the Military Aecademy appro-
priation bill, and get them out of the way, leaving the great
appropriation bills for the last two or three days for the Senate
to consider.

I can not have my way about this, Mr. President. I do not
know what has been done and I do not know what trafficking
has been done; I do not know but that there is some other pro-
gram that is better than this. I shall feel, however, if this
can not be carried out, that I have at least presented it to the
Senate, with a view of the waning length of the session and the
fact that Saturday noon, only four days away, stands before

us as the end of everything that is to be done. Unless some-

‘thing is done in the way, first, of passing these appropriation

bills and getting them out of the road and into conference,
later we may not be able to properly consider the larger appro-
priation bills, which are full of controversies.

I have been appalled, Mr., President, as I have studied the
great sundry civil appropriation bill and the naval appropriation
bill, earrying together nearly $300,000,000, and full of proposi-
tions and measures—I say “ measures” included in the appro-
priation bill—that will necessarily involve controversy and dis-
cussion. I am appalled as I have been attempting with the
clerks to get the sundry civil bill in readiness, so that we
may report it later. It has never been so formidable as it is
this year sent to us; it never has been so large. It comprises
over 230 pages, bristling from the first clause to the last with
every possible kind of provision that arouses interest, and con-
fronts objection and controversy.

The naval bill is no better; and the final deficiency appropria-
tion bill is different from any other deficiency bill that we have
had of late years. It has been the fashion here to put on most
of the items pertaining to such a bill at an early day on the
urgent deficiency appropriation bill. That was not done this
year; and the general deficiency is the cleaning-up bill.

I want to-morrow to be given to the consideration of the
other bills I have named that we have got to get out of the way.
As I have said, I shall not ask the Senate to stay here to-night
for any proposition. If it does stay it will do so, so far as I
am concerned, without any suggestion on my part. Neither do
I think it will be good tacties in the way of setting forward the
public business. I am sure it will not be for the benefit of
the Senate in its condition and in its capacity for work in the
succeeding days of the session.

Mr. BAILEY. Now, Mr. President, will the Senator from
Maine permit an inquiry?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield
to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. HALE. Certainly. I am going to make a motion, but I
will yield.

Mr. BAILEY. Before the Senator submits the motion I
simply want to inquire if it is the Senator’s opinion, in view of
the statement he has made, that the appropriation bills must
fail unless the Senate can address itself to them within a rea-
sonable time? '

Mr. HALE. I have no doubt whatever about that, Mr. Presi-
dent. We are going to have very hard work to get them
through, anyway, and we are likely to be confronted with an-
other condition as to these great bills. The Senator the other
day made a suggestion that I have heard very many times since.
Certain authorities, and good authorities, in the other House
insist that the popular branch, which comes from the people,
instead of this declining Congress, ought to make up the sup-
ply bills for the next session; that it should make up the
naval bill, the Post Office bill, the sundry civil bill, and the
pension bill; that that branch represents the last verdicet of
the people; that there are no subjects of such importance as
the framing of the supply bills; and that that work, instead
of being done by a declining and discredited, as they call it,
Congress, shall be done by the new organization. We have got
to meet that difficulty, Mr. President, and it will grow all the
time.

Mr. BURROWS.
yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine
yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. HALE. Certainly; I will yield for any suggestion.

Mr. BURROWS. With a view of facilitating the purpose
which the Senator from Maine has in mind, of early action
upon appropriation bills and other matters, I am constrained
to ask unanimous consent that on Wednesday, to-morrow, at
1.30 o'clock, the vote be taken upon Senate resolution No. 315
without further debate.

Mr. HALE. What resolution is that?

Mr. BURROWS. The resolution in reference to the election
of Mr. LORIMER.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the unfinished business. The
Senator from Michigan asks unanimous consent that on to-
morrow, Wednesday, at 1.30 o'clock, without further debate,
the vote be taken upon Senate resolution 315, known as the
Lorimer resolution.

Mr, HALE. Now, Mr. President, as the Senator puts that, it
can only occupy the time of the Senate to be consumed by a
single roll call. But I am not g0 unreasonable as to insist upon
my program when it is only to be varied so little by what will
dispose of a confroverted question, if no Senator objects to that
proposition and everybody is in favor of it. Let me ask the

Mr. President, will the Senator from Maine
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Senator whether this is going to be supplemented by some other
proposition that will take time?

Mr. BURROWS. I do not know about that. _

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator yield to a motion for a

recess?
Mr, HALE. No: I certainly do not intend to vote for a re-

cess to-night,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
for unanimous consent?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan and Mr. BEVERIDGE addressed
the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maine has the
floor.

Mr. HALE. I will ask that the proposition be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will again state the
-proposition, which is that at 1.30 o'clock to-morrow, Wednesday,
a vote be taken, without further debate, upon resolution No.
815, known as the Lorimer resolution.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I would like to have it under-
stood, if that is agreed to, that no effort will be made this even-
ing to take up any other measure.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, as soon as this talk has ceased I
propose to move that the Senate adjourn; that nothing be taken
up this evening.

Mr. KEAN. Why not take a recess and allow the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. OweN] to speak to-night?

Mr. HALE. Unless the Senate overrules me, I will not con-
sent to a night session, and Senators ought not, after last night's
experience, to ask anybody to come here to-night.

Mr. STONE. I certainly have not any objection to the re-
quest for unanimous consent if it is understood that there will
be no other business taken up to-night.

Mr. HALE. So far as I am concerned, unless the Senate de-
cides otherwise, I shall move to adjourn, because I do not think
as I have said—and I hate to repeat myself—it is good manage-
ment, and I do not think it is good tacties.

Mr. STONE. Then, if the Senator will permit me, I consent,
or, rather, I do not object to the request for unanimous consent,
with the understanding, in good faith, that no effort will be
made and no motion made to take up any other proposition to-
night or lay it before the Senate.

Mr. BURROWS. Mr, President, T would say to the Senator
from Missouri that, upon unanimous consent being granted to
my request, I propose fo ask that the Senate take a recess until
8 o'clock——

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, then I shall object.

Mr. BURROWS (continuing). When the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. OweN] desires to address the Senate.

Mr. HALE. I shall object to any session to-night.

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator does not object to the request for
unanimous consent, but only to the recess?

Mr. HALE. I do, if there is to be a recess,

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield
to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I will not object if a proposition
is to be made to take a recess until 8 o'clock this evening, no
other matter to be taken up except the remarks of the Senator
from Oklahoma at the evening session.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President——

Mr. HALE. I understand that it is the proposition that noth-
ing but that shall be taken up.

Mr. BURROWS. The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OweN]
has been waiting for several days to address the Senate.

Mr. HALE., I am willing—

Mr. OWEN. I think the matter might be easily adjusted by
adjourning now, as the Senator from Maine desires, until to-
morrow morning at 10 o'clock, and permitting me then to ad-
dress the Senate. I shall not take very long, I do not expect
to make a prolonged speech.

Mr. HALHE. I do not object to that.

Mr. BURROWS. Does the Senator from Maine object to the
other proposition for a recess?

Mr. HALE. I do.

Mr. BURROWS. And nothing else to be taken up?

Mr. HALE. Yes; I do, unless it is settled that no busi-
ness shall be transacted except speeches. I do not object
to the proposition of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owex],
though I do not think we need to meet before half past 10
to-morrow.

Mr. PENROSE. I suggest that the Senate continue in
gession,

Mr. BURROWS. Let us come to an understanding about
this matter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Michigan, as stated by the Chair?
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr, President, a parliamentary in-

quiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The yeas and nays having been
ordered on the unfinished business, I understand no business

can come before the Senate until that order is vacated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator is in error as to that.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Let us see whether I am in error,

The VICE PRESIDENT. But the Chair rules that the Sena-
tor is in error.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. But I should like to make my point.
This is the point I desire to make: The yeas and nays having
been ordered on the pending question, as I understand the rule
it will not be possible to consider appropriation bills with that
order pending. Am I in error about that?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Michigan is in
error, =

Mr. BAILEY. Mr, President, the opinion of the Chair—it
not being a decision at this time—would be promptly and rather
vigorously contested. But that is a mere academic question
now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That question has not been raised.
ahae iChah: made the statement in answer to a parliamentary

uiry.

Mr. BAILEY. I think that with a question of the highest
privilege pending, and the yeas and nays ordered on it, the
demand for the regular order brings that up at any time and
against any other matter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Oh, yes; but that was not the
inquiry propounded to the Chair.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. That was the inquiry I was en-
deavoring to make. Perhaps I did not make myself clear.

Mr. BAILEY., That was the thing I had in mind.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. What I had in my mind was
whether, if we vote to adjourn until to-morrow on the motion
of the Senator from Maine, and then unanimous consent is
given to vote on the Lorimer resolution at 1.30 p. m., the ses-
sion in the morning, up to the time of voting, could be occupied
by the consideration of an appropriation bill to the exclusion
of any other business?

Mr. HALE. If the Senate so voted, undoubtedly.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Senate so voted at a time
when the motion could be put, yes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. That would be in the control of the
Senate. J

The VICE PRESIDENT. Certainly.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. And would be debatable?

Mr. KEAN. No.

The VICE PRESIDENT. No; a motion to proceed to the
consideration of an appropriation bill or other matter is not
debatable.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, I desire to say
that some of us have listened very patiently to discussion of the
pending case which is about to be decided. I have not thus far
said a word regarding it, and may not do so to-morrow, al-
though I do not want to be foreclosed by this arrangement. I
am unwilling to give my consent that a vote may be taken upon
this matter unless the utmost freedom of discussion within the
time allowed shall be permitted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It remains with the Senate to-
morrow morning to determine whether it desires to debate the
matter further or not.

Mr. HALH. Mr. President, upon the assurance—and I am in
the habit of taking the word of fellow Senators—that nothing
will be done this evening, except discussion and the making of
speeches, that no vote will be had, instead of moving—to-
morrow will take care of itself—that the Senate adjourn, I
will move that it take a recess until 8 o’clock this evening, and
that when the Senate adjourn to-day, it be to meet at half
past 10 to-morrow morning. There are three or four com-
mittees that want to have meetings about very important ap-
propriation bills.

Mr. CULLOM (to Mr. Harte). Make it 11 o’clock.

Mr. HALE. The Senator from Illinois suggests 11 o'clock.

Mr. CULLOM. I make that suggestion because I have an
important committee meeting.

Mr. HALE. Then I will move that when the Senate adjourns
to-day, it be to meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator desire to make
that motion before the request for unanimous consent is di
posed of? ;
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Mr. BEVERIDGE. By no mamner of means. Let us have the

unanimous consent agreement first, ‘The motion is made, and
that takes precedence,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair was attempting to
understan_d frmq the Senator who had the floor, if the Senator
from Indiana will permit the Chair to do so, what his inten-
tion was. The Chair was undertaking to understand what the
Senator from Maine wanted to do.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I was trying myself to nnderstand it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thought he had a right
to understand, so that he could put the motion. The Chair still
thinks so.

Mr. HALE. I move, first, that when the Senate adjourns to-
day—at the suggestion of the Senator from Illinois and the
chairmen of other committees—that it be to meet to-morrow at
11 o'clock. I shall follow that by a motion for recess.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maine moves
that when the Senate adjourns to-day it be to meet at 11 o’clock
to-morrow. [Putting the question.]

Mr. CARTER and others addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is not debatable.

Mr. CARTHER. A parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. CARTER. Was the request for unanimous consent, as
stated by the Chair, acceded to by the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It was not. It has not yet been
acceded to.

Mr. CARTER. I ask the Chair if any objection was inter-
posed ; and if so, by whom?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No objection has yet been inter-
posed, but the Senator from Maine had stated, as the Chair un-
derstood, that until this other motion was put, he would not
accede to the request. Did the Chair correctly understand the
Senator from Maine?

Mr. HALHE. The Chair is entirely correct.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Maine.

The motion was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Now, the Chair will put the other
request, if Senators will permit.

.Mr. HALE. Yes; that is right.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Which is that at 1.30 to-morrow a
vote be taken, without further debate, upon Senate resolution
315, known as the Lorimer resolution. Is there objection?

Mr. STONE. Mr. President——

Mr., BEVERIDGE. Mr. President——

Mr. HALE. I hope if Senators are going to objeet, instead of
arguing the case, they will object. We ought to know where
we are.

Mr. STONE. I do not intend to argue it, although I might
do so, following the example of my distinguished friend, the
Senator from Maine, when he was on the floor.

Mr. HALE. I have not argued anything; I am trying to do
business.

Mr. STONE. I do not mean to argue it. I desire to say
again that I have no objection whatever to agreeing to vote on
the Lorimer case at 1.30 to-morrow, with the understanding
that no other business, save speech making, such as has been
indicated, will be transacted until the Senate meets at 11 o’clock
to-morrow.

Mr. HALE. That assurance has been given to me, so that I
am entirely satisfied.

The VICE PRESIDENT. As thus modified——

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not so understand the situation. I do
not know of any arrangement or agreement by which if the
Senate meets at 8 o'clock it is limited to speech making,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. There is none.

Mr. CUMMINS. I certainly would not accede to any such
suggestion as that., When the Senate comes together it can do
as it pleases.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Except as to a matter about which
it had made an agreement. Of course that would have to be
voted upon at the hour agreed upon. It could be voted upon
neither before nor later. Is there objection?

Mr, STONE. Now, what is the request?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The request is that at 1.30 to-mor-
row, without further debate, a vote be taken upon Senate resolu-
tion 315. Is there objection?

Mr. STONE. T said I would not object if it is modified
as I indicated—that no other business, except the making of
speeches, in case of a recess, shall be transacted prior to 11
o'clock to-morrow, the hour to which the Senate has agreed to
adjourn.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President——

Mr. HALE. I think nobody will object to that.

Mr. CARTER. I inquire whether it is the understanding of
the Senator that no business will be transacted during the re-

mainder of the session after the
o recess—that is, during the

Mr. HALE. That is the understanding,

Mr. CARTER. And the question of the time at which the

m? shall be taken is still, of course, in the hands of the
e.

Mr. STONE. I do not quite understand.

Mr. CARTER. Of course there will be a remnant of the
session which will convene after the recess at 8 o'clock.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair desires to make a state-
ment to the Senate. It was the intention of the Chair to recog-
nize some Senator, if this agreement were made, to move to
take up some matter, which should be the unfinished business
of the Senate.

Mr, STONE. That is what I supposed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair does not wish the Senate
to misunderstand the Chair. Senators can agree to whatever
they choose, certainly, But the Chair thought he ought to tell
the Senate what his intention was.

Mr. CARTER. T desire to know whether I correctly under-
stand the request of the Senator from Missouri for a modifica-
tion. 1Is it that if a recess is taken until 8 o'clock no business
shall be transacted after 8 o’clock and before adjournment ex-
cept the making of speeches?

Mr. HALE., It is. >

Mr. CARTER. Is that the full extent of the Senator's
request?

Mr. STONE. That there shall be no business transacted,

Mr, CARTER. During the evening session?

Mr. STONE. During this session or the evening session at
any time prior to 11 o'clock to-morrow.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri
yield to the Senator from Massachuseits?

Mr. STONE. In other words, what I desire to be understood
as saying is this: That I think it is the intention of some Sen-
ator to move to take up some other bill, probably the tariff com-
mission bill—that is the one I apprehend the motion would
apply to—and to make it the unfinished business. I would prefer
to have it done when the Senate meets at 11 o'clock to-morrow.

Mr, HALE. I think it will speed public business if this con-
sent is given that the vote shall be taken at 1.30 to-morrow,
without further debate, and that no business except the making
of speeches shall be transacted at the evening session.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Do not put in that last request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. CUMMINS. I object to that.

Mr. PENROSE. I object, Mr. President.

Mr, CUMMINS. I do not object to the request as preferred
by the Senator from Michigan.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the request which was
stated by the Chair.

Mr. CUMMINS. The request, as I understood, as modified
by the suggestion of the Senator from Maine, however, was
that——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair has not been asked to
put any modified request. The Chair has simply put the re-
quest that the Chair was asked to put. Is there objection to
that request?

Mr. LODGE. Will the Chair restate the request?

Mr. CUMMINS. Yes; restate it,

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is that at 1.30 to-morrow,
without further debate, a vote be taken upon Senate resolu-
tion 315.

Mr. STONE. Does the Chair think it proper to couple first

the——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will couple anything
that he is requested to couple. He has not yet been requested
to couple anything.

Mr. STONE. I will prefer the request to the Chair to amend
that request to this effect—with the understanding that no busi-
ness will be transacted during this session or the recess session
this evening.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Before adjournment to-day covers it,

Mr. HALE. Yes.

Mr. STONE. Well, before adjournment to-day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will again put the re-
quest—that at 1.30 to-morrow a vote be taken, without further
debate, upon Senate resolution 315, and that during the session
of to-day—this legislative day—no business other than debate
be transacted. ¢
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Mr. CUMMINS. I must object to that.

Mr. PENROSE. I object to the latter part of that proposed
agreement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made.

Mr. PENROSE, I withdraw my objection. I misunderstood
the request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Iowa objected.

Mr. CUMMINS. I desire to be understood in the matter.
The Senator from Maine withdrew his motion to adjourn so
that a motion could be made to proceed to the consideration of
any other business that it may be thought wise to take up and
have that matter determined now. I will not object to confin-
ing the session this evening to addresses made by Senators who
desire to address the Senate.

Mr, HALE. I am willing to leave that entirely to the Senate.
For the present I withdraw my motion for a recess this
evening.

Mr. STONE. The motion that when we adjourn to-day it
be to meet at 11 o'clock to-morrow was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is ihere objection to the request
as stated by the Chair, or does the Senator from Iowa request
some modification of it?

Mr. CUMMINS, Mr., President——

Mr. HALE. The Senator, as I understood it, asked me to
withdraw my request. >

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks he can state it
as he understands the Senator.from Iowa to request it—that
at 1.30 to-morrow, without further debate, a vote be taken
upon Senate resolution 315; that after the taking of a recess
this afternoon no business be transacted prior to adjournment
on this legislative day other than addresses.

Mr, KEAN. Except a motion to——

Mr, CUMMINS. I do object to the combined request. I
state again my position.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair was trying to state
what the Senator requested.

Mr. CUMMINS. If the request made by the Senator from
Michigan can be put without any accompaniment I shall not
object to it, and if then a motion can be entertained to proceed
to the consideration of some other matter which the Senate
may desire to take up——

Mr. HALE. What other matter?

Mr. CUMMINS. And that motion is disposed of, I will not
then object to the reguest made by the Senator from Missouri
that the evening session be devoted to addresses.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Exclusively to addresses,

Mr. LODGE. If the request of the Senator from Michigan
had been agreed to as he made it, without additions, it was my
intention to move to proceed to the consideration of the tariff-
commission bill. If that motion should be adopted, I should
then make no objection, and I do not think anyone else would,
to confining the rest of the day to speeches and addresses.

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator from Massachusetts has stated
in terms the matter I had in mind.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Chair will again put the
request,

Mr, HALE.
that motion.

Mr, CUMMINS. I have not attempted to make any motion.
1 simply made an objection to the request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the original
request of the Senator from Michigan that at 1.30 to-morrow,
without further debate, the Senate take a vote upon Senate
resolution 3157 :

Mr. STONE. I prefer a request of this kind : That the vote be
taken at the time indicated, at 1.830 to-morrow, and that as soon
as that consent of the Senate is obtained the motion which the
Senator proposes to offer may be made to-night, and then the
Senate adjourn until 11 o'clock to-morrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will put it that way.
The Senator from Missouri asks unanimous consent to modify
the request of the Senator from Michigan

Mr. CUMMINS. Will the Senator from Missouri state the
request?

Mr. LODGE. The Chair was about to state it. It is that at
1.30 to-morrow, without further debate, the Senate take a vote
on Senate resolution 315; that following the entering into of
ihis agreement the Chair recognize some person to move to
consider some other bill; and that when that motion is carried
the Senate take a recess until 8 o'clock—did the Senator say?

Mr. STONE. Eleven o'clock.

Mr. BAILEY. We have already agreed that when we ad-
journ it be until 11 o'clock to-morrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It has been agreed that when the
Senate adjourns it be until 11 o'clock to-morrow morning. Is

Let me suggest that both Senators can not make

there objection?
entered,

The Chair hears none, and that order is

TARIFF BOARD.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I move that the Senate proceed to the
sideration of the bill (H. R. 32010) to create a tariff board.

Mr. BAILEY. On that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I notice
that the senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TILLMAN]
is absent. So I withhold my vote, having a general pair with
him. Were he present, I would vote “ yea.”

Mr. FLINT (when his name was called).
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CuLBrrsoxN].
absent, I will withhold my vote.
vote * yea.”

Mr. OVERMAN (when Mr. TALIAFERRO'S name was called).
I have been requested to announce that the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Tarrarerro] is unavoidably absent and that he
is paired with the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Scorr]. If the Senator from Florida were present, he would
vote *“nay.”

Mr. BACON (when Mr. TeERrerLr's name was called). I
again announce the unaveoidable absence of my colleague [Mr.
TergeLL] on account of personal illness. I understand that he
is paired with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Arpricua]. If my colleague were present, he would vote “ nay.”

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I have a stand-
ing pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. MoNEY],
and I therefore withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BACON (after having voted in the negative). I inquire
whether the junior Senator from Maine [Mr. Frye] has voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has not.

Mr. BACON. I havea pair with that Senator.
I withdraw my vote.

Mr. BAILEY. Perhaps it is shown by the announcement of
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. DinLiNneHEAM]; but in case it
is not, I desire the Recorp to show that if the senior Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. TiLnMaN] were present he would

I am paired with
He being
If he were present, I would

In his absence

vote “nay.”
The result was announced—yeas 54, nays 21, as follows:
YEAS—G54.
Beverid, Clap; Guggenheim Penrose
Boumegﬂ Clnrg, Wyo. ane erkins
Bradley Crane Jones Piles
Brandegee Crawford Kean Richardson
Bri Cullom La Follette Root
Bristow Cummins Lodge Smith, Mich.
Brown Curtis Lorimer Smoot
Bulkeley Depew McCumber Stephenson
Burkett Dick Nelson Sutherland
Burnham Dixon Newlands Warner
Burrows du Pont Nixon Wetmore
Burton Gallinger Oliver Young
Carter Gamble Owen
Chamberlain Gronna Page
NAYS—21.
Balley Gore Rafner Taylor
Bankhead Johnston Shively Thornton
Clarke, Ark. Martin Simmons Watson
Davis Overman Smith, Md.
Fletcher Paynter Bmith, 8. C.
Foster Percy Swanson
- NOT VOTING—16.
Aldrich Dillingham Heyburn Tallaferro
Bacon Flint Money Terrell
Bradley Frazler Scott Tillman
Culberson Frye Btone Warren

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o’clock and 26 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday,
Mareh 1, 1911, at 11 o'clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Tuespay, February 28, 1911,

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was approved.

CANCELLATION OF SIGNATURE TO JOINT RESOLUTION.

The SPEAKER. The Chair announces the cancellation of
his signature to Senate joint resolution 145, providing for the
filling of the vacancy which will occur on March 1, 1911, in the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institution of the class
other than Members of Congress, in accordance with the order
of the House.
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